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On August 11, 1948, during the Danube Con- 
ference at Belgrade, Vladimir Clementis, For- 
eign Minister of Czechoslovakia, expressed the 
fundamental thesis of the eastern bloc at this 
Conference : ? 

“There is a substantial difference between free 
navigation and an internationalized river. In- 
ternationalization means equal treatment for 
riparians and nonriparians and this is a principle 
we cannot accept. As far as we are concerned, 
there is no longer any internationalization of the 
Danube. There can be no equal treatment for 
riparians and nonriparians. When we speak of 
free navigation, we mean navigation under the 
control of the riparians. The internationalized 
system is a system of the past and we are replac- 
ing it with riparian control.” 

With this doctrine the Soviet Union and its 
satellite governments showed their intention to 
change permanently the international regime on 
the Danube River established in 1856 on the basis 
of the principle of freedom of navigation of 
rivers, which originated in the Congress of Vienna 
of 1815.2, Under this international regulation, the 
vessels of all nations were permitted to navigate 
on the river on a basis of complete equality in 
navigation, trade, and commerce. 


Background of the Conference 


The difference between the Western powers and 
the Soviet-controlled bloc on the nature of the re- 
gime on the Danube River, and the desire of the 
Soviet Union to exclude the West from this region, 
formed the basis from which specific controversial 
issues were raised and debated during the Con- 
ference. The U.S.S.R. came to the Conference 
with the intention of establishing a legal basis for 
its political and economic control of the Danube 
River from Bratislava to the Black Sea and extend- 
ing its influence up the river to Ulm. Its funda- 
mental theme was expressed in the concept of ex- 
clusive riparian control and the oft-repeated 
slogan, “the Danube for the Danubians”. 
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In insisting on exclusive riparian control, the 
Soviet Union was following a policy consistent 
with the one they had put into effect jointly with 
the Nazi German Government in 1940, when they 
unilaterally attempted to liquidate the European 
Danube Commission and the International Danube 
Commission.’ This basic policy had been rein- 
forced by developments since 1941 which had 
brought under the aegis of the Soviet Union all 
the riparian states except Germany, whose Danube 
River section is within the United States zone, and 
Austria, which is still under joint Allied occupa- 
tion. Consequently, riparian control of the Dan- 
ube under political conditions in which the ripari- 
ans are themselves controlled by the Soviet Union 
is a device insuring Soviet control of the Danube. 
Thus the slogans of “riparian control” and “sov- 
ereignty” were themes overlying the basic objec- 
tive, Soviet domination of the region through 
control of the Danube. 

This elementary political fact is reinforced by 
the economic penetration of these riparian states 
by the Soviet Union since the termination of hos- 
tilities. Danube shipping is only one of the eco- 
nomic activities which have been brought under 
Soviet control through the technique of the so- 
called 50-50 corporations. 

In pursuance of these objectives, the Soviet 
Union, on August 2, presented to the Danube Con- 
ference a draft convention which had as its ob- 
jective the legalization of this monopolistic control 


* Official minutes of the meetings of the General Com- 
mittee do not contain texts of speeches made before that 
Committee. Quotations from speeches before the Gen- 
eral Committee are from unofficial verbatim stenographic 
reports of the English translations by official conference 
translators. 

7 See “Freedom of Navigation on the Danube” by Fred 
Hadsel in Department of State Bulletin of June 20, 1948, 
p. 787, and DocUMENTs ANp State Papers of July 1948, 
p. 250, for the immediate developments leading up to 
the Conference at Belgrade and for the historical back- 
ground of Danube River shipping regimes. 

* See Hadsel, op. cit., p. 791. 
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and the effective exclusion of non-Soviet bloc 
shipping. 
United States Objectives 

The United States objectives at this Conference, 
shared in a large measure by the Delegations from 
the United Kingdom, the Republic of France, and 
the Federated Republic of Austria, were based 
primarily on the desirability of breaking the dead- 
lock of shipping on the Danube and of reopening 
the river to free and open navigation on a basis of 
complete equality. The free flow of navigation 
and commerce between the upper and lower river 
was considered necessary if the European economy 
is to be completely restored and a healthy economic 
intercourse between the Danube countries and the 
rest of Europe is to be revived. 

The United States has always been a champion 
of free and open navigation on all international 
waterways. At the Paris Peace Conference and, 
later, at meetings of the Council of Foreign Min- 
isters the United States fought to maintain an in- 
ternational Danube regime. As a compromise 
solution the United States accepted the Danube 
clauses of the peace treaties with the ex-enemy 
countries, which guaranteed freedom of naviga- 
tion on the river, together with the decision of the 


Council of Foreign Ministers of December 12, 1946, 


to “call a Conference to work out a new 


regime of navigation on the Danube”. The 
initiative in convoking this Conference was taken 


*See “U.S. Proposes Conference on Questions Regard- 
ing Danube River” in Department of State Bulletin of 
June 6, 1948, p. 735. 

*The following were chiefs of delegations: 


Felix Orsini-Rosenberg, Austrian Ambassador at Sofia; 

Professor Eugheni Kamenov, Assistant Foreign Minister 
of Bulgaria ; 

Erik Molnar, then Foreign Minister of Hungary, now Am- 
bassador to Soviet Union ; 

Mrs. Ana Pauker, Foreign Minister of Rumania; 

Sir Charles Peake, British Ambassador to Yugoslavia; 

Cavendish W. Cannon, American Ambassador to Yugo- 
slavia ; 

Andrei J. Vyshinsky, Deputy Foreign Minister of the 
U.S.S.R. ; 

A. M. Baranovski, Deputy Chairman of the Council of Min- 
isters of the Ukrainian S.8.R.; 

Adrien Thierry, French Ambassador and President of the 
Central Commission for the Navigation of the Rhine; 

Ales Bebler, Deputy Foreign Minister of Yugoslavia. 


*For Council of Foreign Ministers’ decision of Dec. 12, 
1946, see Department of State Bulletin of June 6, 1948, 
p. 736. 
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by the United States in an exchange of notes be- 
ginning February 27, 1948.‘ 

In proposing the Danube Conference, the United 
States was fully aware that there would be seven 
delegations bound together under the domination 
of the Soviet Union and that the ability of the 
U.S.S.R. to control the decisions of the Confer- 
ence would thus be clearly established. How- 
ever, it was the express policy of our Government 
to enter negotiations and to attempt to find agree- 
ment on all outstanding differences between our- 
selves and the Soviet Union within the frame- 
work of existing international machinery. Fur- 
thermore, the Conference offered an opportunity 
to examine the operation of an international con- 
ference in which, for the first time, the Soviet 
Union and its supporters would have a clear ma- 
jority. The United States also had a demon- 
strated interest in improving economic relations 
between the European countries in accordance 
with the European Recovery Program and the 
program of the Economic Commission for Europe. 
The Conference provided an opportunity to de- 
velop these relations so far as Eastern Europe was 
concerned. 

The American Delegation was selected to help 
meet the specific economic and technical problems 
of the Danube region and to aid every effort to- 
ward freeing Danube navigation and furthering 
the economic rehabilitation of Europe. The Dele- 
gation was therefore prepared to work with other 
technicians and to negotiate differences in the 
normal operations of an international conference. 


Exelusion of English Language 


The presence of Andrei Vyshinsky as the head 
of the Soviet Delegation and of leading political 
figures from other eastern-bloc countries *® served 
notice that the political aspects of the Danube Con- 
ference were to be the prime considerations of the 
Soviet bloc. The opening session of the Confer- 
ence, normally devoted to welcoming speeches, 
was turned into a forum for an attack on the West- 
ern powers. This took the form of excluding Eng- 
lish as an official language of the Conference, de- 
spite the fact that two of the four sponsoring 
governments ® were English-speaking. 

The Soviet bloc endeavored to demonstrate from 
the very beginning that the Danube was not the 
concern of the Western powers and that the mem- 
ber states of the Council of Foreign Ministers had 
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no special position in the Conference. Vyshinsky 
confused the issue in a typical manner by arguing, 
that Russian was not a working language of the 
United Nations but only an official language and 
therefore it was fair for English to be a working 

































































he | language at this Conference and not an official 
r- | language.’ The language issue was decided by the 
w- | first of the many 7-to-3 votes, which characterized 
nt | the Conference, and the United States and United 
ee- | Kingdom Delegations were faced with the exclu- 
ur- | sion of English as an official language at the con- 
ne- | ference they had sponsored. 
ur- After this deliberate affront to the English- 
ity | speaking sponsors, the Conference began discus- 
on- | sion of the major questions at issue: (1) Austrian 
riet | participation, (2) the validity of the 1921 conven- 
na- | tion, (3) nonriparian membership on the Commis- 
on- | sion, (4) implementation of the principle of free- 
ons | dom of navigation, (5) relationship with the 
nee | United Nations, and (6) the powers of the Com- 
the } mission. In each discussion the clash of conflicting 
ype. | objectives was sharp and the issues were clearly 
de- | drawn. And in each case, regardless of the argu- 
was | ments presented, the Soviet Union kept its six 
satellite governments in line without permitting 
1elp | even minor deviations from the dictated program. 
ems 
to- | Austrian Participation 
ring Austria, which under the Council of Foreign 
ele- | Ministers’ decision was to participate after the 
ther | settlement of a treaty, was invited to the Confer- 
the | ence in a consultative capacity. This was the re- 
nee. | sult of strong efforts made by the Western powers 
in the exchange of notes leading to the convoca- 
tion of the Conference. The Austrian Repre- 
head } sentative, Ambassador Rosenberg, informed the 
tical | Conference ® that the limitation on Austrian par- 
rved | ticipation would prevent its formal agreement to 
Con- } any decision in which it had not participated. He 
f the | emphasized the importance of the Austrian stretch 
nfer- } of the Danube and of Austria in Danube shipping 
ches, } and requested that the ten powers present grant 
Vest- | her full status at the Conference. In this he was 
Eng- } supported by the United States, the United King- 
2, de- | dom, and France. 
oring } This request brought forth a violent attack on 
Austria by the Soviet Delegate and the Yugoslav 
from Deputy Foreign Minister, Bebler, for her war role, 
t the } a review of Yugoslav claims against Austria, and 
— an attack on the Western powers for “holding up” 
S 





the settlement of the Austrian treaty. 
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On another occasion,” the Austrian Representa- 
tive rose to point out the participation of Austria 
in the resistance against Nazism and the fact that 
the Danube clauses of the Austrian treaty had 
already been agreed upon. Vyshinsky used this 
as an occasion for a personal attack on the Austrian 
Representative: and, despite the basic theme of 
the conference for control by the riparians, the 
majority bloc deprived this important riparian of 
full status in the proceedings of the conference. 
The Soviet Delegate explained that his objection 
to Austria’s full participation in the conference 
was based on a desire to carry out the letter of the 
decision of the Conference of Foreign Ministers. 
However, the Soviet draft convention went further 
and excluded Austria from immediate member- 
ship on the proposed Commission and failed to pro- 
vide for Austrian adherence to the convention. 

The postponement of Commission membership 
for Austria, an important riparian state, until after 
the “settlement” of a treaty with that country was 
contrary to the moral argument the eastern bloc 
had advanced for control of the river by the 
riparians. The contradiction was even more evi- 
dent in the case of Germany, for whom no provi- 
sion at all was made in the Soviet-supported 
convention.” 

The American draft convention provided for im- 
mediate admission of Austria to membership on 
the Commission, and for the eventual membership 
of Germany after the conclusion of a German peace 
treaty. The Soviet text on the other hand ignored 
the riparian status of both Austria and Germany 
so far as Commission membership is concerned, 
except to claim jurisdiction for its proposed Com- 
mission up to the head of navigation at Ulm. 


Status of 1921 Convention 


Early in the Conference, the Soviet Representa- 
tive announced that the majority bloc intended to 
put a new convention into effect whether or not 


*A working language is normally the language into 
which speeches and working papers are translated. An 
official language is one which is used for conference docu- 
ments, proceedings, and official publications. The com- 
parison is therefore misleading. 

* See Hadsel, op. cit., and Department of State Bulletin 
of June 6, 1948, p. 735. 

* Second plenary session, July 31, 1948. 

” Third plenary session, Aug. 2, 1948. 

™ See article 5 of the proposed Belgrade convention and 
article 10 of the U.S. draft convention. 
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such a convention were acceptable to the minority. 
Responding to this, Mr. Thierry, of France, 
pointed out that the Definitive Statute of the Dan- 
ube of 1921 was still in effect and that “no majority 
even of 7 out of 10 could abrogate the existing stat- 
ute without the prior approval of all the interested 
parties”? Subsequently, the British Representa- 
tive, Sir Charles Peake, made a similar observation 
for his Government, and both Delegations re- 
minded the Soviet Representative of reservations 
which had been made by their Governments in the 
preliminary exchange of notes. 

In notes to the secretary general of the Confer- 
ence, the Greek, Italian, and Belgian Governments, 
all of whom were parties to the 1921 convention, 
informed the Conference that they would not ac- 
cept the abrogation of an international instrument 
without consultation and without regard to the 
rights of other Governments under that instru- 
ment.** 

The position of the Western powers was based 
on the continued validity of the 1921 convention, 
even though they had demonstrated a willingness 
to replace it. This was clearly stated by Sir 
Charles Peake in his final speech : * 

“His Majesty’s Government have consistently 
declared, in the Council of Foreign Ministers and 
elsewhere, that they were willing to negotiate, in 
place of the existing Danube convention, a new and 
equitable statute which would make fair provision 


for the interests of all powers with rights on the 
Danube.” 


® Second plenary session, July 31, 1948. 

* There were 12 parties to the convention instituting the 
Definitive Statute of the Danube, signed at Paris, July 23, 
1921: Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, France, 
Germany, Great Britain, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Rumania, 


and Yugoslavia. Of these, only 5 are signatories to the 
proposed Belgrade convention. The 1921 convention, in 
article 42, provides for revision by a conference called by 
two thirds of the signatories to which all signatories 
should be invited. 

* See p. 506. 

* Francois de Panafieu, Deputy Delegate of France, 2d 
session, General Committee, Aug. 10, 1948. 

* Fourteenth Session, General Committee, Aug. 17, 1948. 
See Department of State Bulletin of Sept. 5, 1948, p. 288. 

** See DoCUMENTs AND STATE Papers of July 1948, p. 269. 

* Hadsel, op. cit., p. 791. 

*Ninth plenary session, Aug. 7, 1948. 

»” Article 1 of the supplementary protocol reads: “It is 
stated that the regime of navigation on the Danube 
applied formerly as well as the acts providing for the 
establishment of that regime, particularly the Conven- 
tion, signed in Paris, July 23, 1921, are null and void.” 
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The French expressed their willingness to take 
into consideration the predominant position of the 
Soviet Union in the Danube region and to nego- 
tiate a new convention.” 

The United States Government supported the 
French and British Delegations in a statement by 
Deputy Chairman Walter A. Radius: * 

“The United States Delegation believes the 1921 
Convention continues in fact to be a valid instru- 
ment. Accordingly, it follows that the states 
parties to the 1921 Convention are entitled to all 
the rights provided for in that Convention until 
they have agreed otherwise or until some compe- 
tent tribunal has adjudicated any differences 
which may exist with respect to their rights. The 
United States Delegation has particularly in mind 
the position of Belgium, Greece, and Italy, who are 
not represented at this Conference but who have 
requested this Conference to respect their rights.” 


The Soviet case was argued on the basis that the 
Sinaia agreement of 1938," which modified certain 
powers of the European Danube Commission, had 
destroyed the validity of the 1921 convention and 
that the Council of Foreign Ministers’ decision of 
December 12, 1946, had further invalidated this 
convention. This argument was offered despite a 
joint Soviet-Nazi press announcement in October 
1940 which attempted to liquidate the European 
and International Danube Commission.” By this 
action the U.S.S.R. had recognized that these 
bodies had existed beyond the Sinaia agreement. 
Furthermore, the majority group indicated its own 
doubts about this legal argument by adding a pro- 
tocol to their convention, which again attempts to 
abrogate the 1921 convention. 

The legal case of the Soviet bloc also ignored 
the specific wording of the Council of Foreign 
Ministers’ decision, which, while authorizing the 
Conference to “work out” a new regime, made no 
provision for its coming into force or for the 
abrogation of existing instruments. The legal 
rights of the three parties not present at the 
Conference were dismissed by the Soviet Repre 
sentative with a denial of their right to have 4 
“veto power” over the work of the Conference. A 
British proposal to submit the validity of the 
1921 convention to the International Court or to 
a special tribunal for adjudication was defeated 
by the usual 7-to-3 vote,’® and a supplementary 
protocol of the proposed convention attempts to 
abrogate the 1921 convention.” This abrogation 
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has been supported by only five out of the twelve 
parties, and it is possible that further steps will be 
taken by the remaining parties to safeguard their 
position. 


Membership for Nonriparians 


The Soviet drive for exclusive control of the 
Danube was formalized in article 5 of their draft 
convention, which limited membership on the new 
Commission to the riparian states. The Ameri- 
can proposal provided for membership for the 
seven eastern countries, the three western coun- 
tries, and Austria and for the admission of Ger- 
many after the entry into force of a peace treaty 
or by prior agreement between all the parties to 
the convention.” 

Subsequently the United States expressed its 
willingness to withdraw from membership on the 
proposed Commission at “such time as Austria 
and Germany become members, and provisions 
are made for adequate nonriparian representa- 
tion”.” 

The Soviet Union insisted that the nonriparians 
had no right to membership on a commission in 
the Danube basin. They advanced the thesis that 
the Danube River was the property of the Danube 
states and attempted to cite principles of interna- 
tional law justifying their exclusion of nonripar- 
ians from any control in the administration of 
the river. This argument followed their funda- 
mental assumption that there are not in exist- 
ence any binding international instruments which 
grant rights to the nonriparians. 

The eastern bloc characterized the century-long 
history of internationalization as a form of eco- 
nomic and political penetration by Western im- 
perialist powers and held, therefore, that the in- 
ternationalized river violated the sovereignty of 
the Danube states. Each of the countries in the 
bloc lost no opportunity to emphasize repeatedly 
that the “new democracies” and “peoples repub- 
lies” would no longer permit interference in their 
internal affairs by any of the nonriparian states. 

Defending the need for scrapping international 
control, the Soviet Delegate stated ** that “these 
are new times and for new times new tunes are 
appropriate. In new times no one should sing old 
tunes”. 

The Soviet Union and its supporters claimed 
that the Danube states in the prewar period were 
controlled by the Western imperialists under the 
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guise of internationalization of the river. From 
this imperialist domination, they went on, these 
countries had now freed themselves by establishing 
“people’s democracies” and by seeking association 
with the Soviet Union. They intended to replace 
the system of international control of the Danube 
with a system of exclusive riparian control. Such 
exclusive riparian control, not only denied mem- 
bership on the Commission to nonriparians but also 
included repeated declarations by the Eastern ri- 
parians that there could not be real equality on the 
river between the riparians and nonriparians. 

With this qualification the freedom of navigation 
guaranteed by the treaties of peace with Bulgaria, 
Rumania, and Hungary and by the proposed Bel- 
grade convention becomes freedom to navigate on 
the river if such freedom does not interfere with 
any regulations or laws of the sovereign states 
along the river. Thus, the rights of nonriparians 
would be subordinated to the interests of the ri- 
parian states and subject to such laws and regula- 
tions as the riparians may adopt to favor their own 
shipping and commerce. 

This fundamental issue, raised continually 
through every discussion in the Conference, was 
resolved by the vote on article 5 of the Soviet 
draft—the familiar 7-to-3 vote. It represented the 
major point of attack by the Soviet bloc and the 


* Article 5 of the original Soviet draft provided for 
membership of Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Ru- 
mania, the Ukrainian S.S.R., the U.S.S.R., and Yugo- 
slavia. In a statement made at the time of the voting 
on the Soviet draft, Mr. Vyshinsky indicated that de- 
spite the fact that the Soviet Union was entitled to two 
seats on the new Commission, he would waive the 
Ukrainian right to membership on the Commission and 
the U.S.S.R. would represent itself and all its constituent 
republics. The Ukraine remained, however, as one of 
the signatories to the convention. 

* Deputy Chairman Walter A. Radius, 6th session, Gen- 
eral Committee, Aug. 12, 1948. See Department of State 
Bulletin of Aug. 22, 1948, p. 244. 

* Second plenary session, July 31, 1948. 

*A slightly different version of the origin of interna- 
tionalization of the Danube was presented in La Bulgarie 
Nouvelle, Sofia, Aug. 10, 1948: 


“Internationalization of the Danube was based on the 
presumption of the incapacity of Turkey to administer 
her river domain in accordance with natural law. Eng- 
land and France had been considered as trustees by the 
international community to act in the place of and in be- 
half of a feeble Turkey.” 


—‘La Conférence Danubienne et La Bulgarie”, 
N. Ninov. 
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major slogan to which the satellite countries were 
rallied. 


Freedom of Navigation 


The United States Delegation, in attempting to 
secure adequate safeguards and guaranties that 
navigation would in fact be free and open to the 
nationals and vessels and goods of all states on a 
footing of complete equality, continually referred 
to the current status of Danube shipping. 

Ambassador Cannon frequently pointed out that 
trade on the river was on a very low level and that 
the great potential of this vital artery was largely 
unused. He attributed this stagnation to the So- 
viet-controlled 50-50 shipping corporations, which 
were monopolizing shipping and port facilities on 
the Danube. He mentioned as an example of such 
activity the port of Budapest, which has been leased 
for a period of thirty years to the Hungarian-So- 
viet Navigation Co. (MrszHarr), with all of its 
port facilities. Another company, Sovrom-Trans- 
port, the Soviet-Rumanian joint company, has re- 
ceived many special privileges in its portion of the 
river, which includes the important maritime sec- 
tions and mouths of the Danube. These joint ship- 
ping companies, generally under a Soviet manager 
who has full authority for operations, have been 
given exclusive control of the best port facilities, 
loading and unloading facilities, warehouses, rail- 
road sidings, and other similar installations. In 
addition, they have taken over practically all the 
shipping on the lower and middle Danube. Oil 
companies, aluminum companies, and other organ- 
izations for the exploitation of economic resources 
have been organized on a similar basis. 

The Soviet draft not only made no provisions 
for guaranteeing real equality, but in fact at- 
tempted to legalize this monopolistic control. Ar- 
ticle 38 provided that port facilities should be 
available “on the basis of agreements concluded 
with the appropriate transportation and expedi- 
tionary agencies”. In other words, any nonri- 
parian shipping which might somehow find its way 
to the Danube, as well as the shipping of other 
riparians, would be forced to lease facilities and 
otherwise be dependent on the Soviet-controlled 


* Speech made before the General Committee, Aug. 14, 
1948. 

* Eleventh plenary session, Aug. 18, 1948. See Depart- 
ment of State Bulletin of Sept. 5, 1948, p. 292. 

* See article 25, U.S. draft convention, p. 497. 
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corporations. The debate over this article high- 
lighted the Western attempt to break the monopoly 
of the Soviet Union over Danube shipping and to 
put some reality for both riparians and nonripar- 
ians into the much-abused phrase “freedom of navi- 
gation”. 

Getting to the root of the problem, Ambassador 
Cannon stated: * 


“To assure that navigation companies could ac- 
tually engage in commerce on the Danube, the 
United States draft would authorize such com- 
panies to establish and maintain agency offices and 
acquire such buildings and facilities as would be 
necessary for conducting their business. It is 
quite obvious that if these essentials are to be 
denied, there is also automatically a denial of non- 
discriminatory treatment.” 


In his final speech, summarizing the objections 
of the United States to the Soviet draft, he re- 
peated : 7° 


“On the basic issues such as access to ports and 
facilities, the draft would leave the door open to 
the continuation of the exclusive and discrimina- 
tory practices that have been followed for the past 
three years.” 


Relationship With the United Nations 


Western efforts to establish a relationship be- 
tween the Danube Commission and the United 
Nations were bitterly resisted by the eastern bloc, 
and the proposed Belgrade convention ignores the 
existence of the United Nations. The request of 
Secretary-General Trygve Lie to the four spon- 
soring Governments to permit United Nations ob- 
servers at the Conference had been rejected by the 
Soviet Union, after acceptance of the proposal by 
the other three sponsors. 

The American draft convention referred to the 
United Nations Charter in its preamble and fur- 
ther proposed that the Commission should be 
brought into association with the appropriate 
organ of the United Nations, should exchange 
information and documentation with the United 
Nations, and should open its meetings to United 
Nations observers.” 

This mild proposal, not affecting in any way the 
actual functioning of the Commission, was de- 
nounced as an attempt to bring the Commission 
under the control of the United Nations. The 
eastern bloc denied that the problems of naviga- 
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tion on the Danube were of any concern to the 


United Nations. During the discussion of the 
United Nations and the related proposal of the 
United Kingdom Delegation to submit the dispute 
over the 1921 convention to the International 
Court, Vyshinsky bitterly attacked the Interna- 
tional Court as an instrument of the political pres- 
sure of the Western powers. He questioned the 
right and competence of jurists from Mexico, 
Egypt, China, San Salvador, or other nonripar- 
ian countries to pass on the problems of the 
Danube through the International Court and chal- 
lenged the impartiality of the Court. 

Here again, the Soviet-led bloc was expressing 
its intention to maintain complete and exclusive 
control of the Danube region and not to recognize 
the interest or concern of the outside world in 
southeastern Europe. 


Limited Powers of the Commission 


The Danube Commission provided for in the 
final Belgrade document is a weak organization 
with limited powers to enforce the principles of 
freedom of navigation. In addition, two inde- 
pendent river administrations are planned, one at 
the Iron Gates, the other at the mouth of the 
river. These administrations are under the di- 
rect control of the riparians: the Soviet Union 
and Rumania for the mouth, and Yugoslavia and 
Rumania for the Iron Gates. The tributaries of 
the river, the lateral canals, and two of the three 
mouths of the river would be removed from the 
jurisdiction of both the Commission and these 
administrations. 

In general, the powers of the Commission would 
be so limited as to prevent it from fulfilling its 
primary purpose of guaranteeing free navigation. 
The convention proposes to place real power 
largely in the hands of the individual states despite 
the opposition of the Western states to weakening 
the powers of the Commission. The United States 
Chairman stated on August 13: * 

“The proposal of the Soviet Union for the estab- 
lishment of autonomous bilateral administrations 
at the Iron Gates and the Maritime Danube could 
effectively exclude the other riparians from having 
any voice whatever in their administration.” 


Seviet Unwillingness To Compromise 


The American draft convention was presented to 
the Conference on August 5 as an example of the 
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type of administration which, in the opinion of the 
United States, would most nearly correspond to the 
needs of riparians and nonriparians alike. It 
would reorganize the international regime to take 
into consideration the changes in European polit- 
ical relations since the adoption of the 1921 
convention. 

The Soviet Union came to the Conference with a 
firm determination to impose its own administra- 
tion on the river and on the Danube countries. At 
no point in the proceedings did it indicate a wil- 
lingness to negotiate the differences existing be- 
tween itself and the Western delegations. The 
Soviet Representative stated in an early speech: *° 


“What is acceptable in the United States draft 
can be found in the Soviet draft and what is not 
in the Soviet draft cannot be accepted. . It can- 
not be accepted either by the Soviet Delegation or 
by the other six riparian states.” 


During the discussion of the draft convention, 
which continued for 12 days (14 sessions), 28 
amendments were proposed by the United States, 
the United Kingdom, and France. Not one of 
these amendments was accepted by the Soviet 
Union. To overcome the bad impression created 
by the take-it-or-leave-it attitude of the Soviets, a 
number of insignificant technical articles based on 
the United States draft and a changed version of a 
French proposal were taken over by the Russians. 
This suggested a last-minute effort to show that the 
Soviets were willing to make changes in their orig- 
inal draft. Every single one of the Soviet draft 
articles was adopted by the majority group. Only 
one amendment was offered by the satellite coun- 
tries. During the course of the Conference there 
were 129 proposals adopted by the dominating 7 
votes. 

The Soviet Union demonstrated by its actions 
at Belgrade that it was incapable of negotiating in 
an international conference in which it had the 
votes to push through its own policies. The Soviet 
majority was wielded to beat down any opposition. 
Soviet strategy seemed to be to drive the Western 


** Statement at night session, General Committee, Aug. 
13,1948. See Department of State Bulletin of Sept. 5, 1948, 
p. 285. 

® Highth plenary session, Aug. 6, 1948. See Department 
of State Bulletin of Aug. 22, 1948, p. 219. 
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Delegations out of the Conference,*® just as its 
major political objective was to freeze out of the 
Danube basin all the forces not amenable to Soviet 
control. 


Signing of Proposed Convention 


On the last day of the proceedings, when the 
basic issues had been disposed of and nothing re- 
mained but a final vote, the Representatives of the 
United States, the United Kingdom, France, and 
Austria explained their fundamental opposition to 
the convention about to be signed and announced 
their refusal to sign the document. The American 
Delegate stated: * 


“. .. the Soviet draft, for all its declarations 
of good intent, does not provide the basis for re- 
opening of the river to freedom of trade and navi- 
gation. It does not implement the recommenda- 
tions of the Paris Conference or the decisions of the 
Council of Foreign Ministers. We think that it is 
a backward step in that it represents a new and de- 
termined effort to cut off certain Danubian states 
from their normal, and indeed their essential, in- 
tercourse with the rest of the world.” 


On the final vote, seven governments voted in 
favor of the draft. The United States Delegation 
voted against it, and the Delegations of the United 
Kingdom and France did not participate in the 
vote. 


On the evening of August 18, in the conference 
hall, the seven eastern-bloc countries met and in 
a simple ceremony, with Mr. Vyshinsky at the head 


* Witness Vyshinsky’s remarks made during the sec- 
ond plenary session, July 31, 1948: “The door was open to 
come in; the same door is open to go out if that is what 
you wish.” 

* Speech at the eleventh plenary session on Aug. 18, 1948. 
For full text, see Annex III, p. 504. Also printed in Depart- 
ment of State Bulletin of Sept. 5, 1948, p. 291. 








ANNEX I. UNITED STATES 





Preamble 


The Governments signatories to the present Convention: 

Considering that the regulation of navigation on the 
Danube River has historically been subject to international 
arrangements in the interests of free navigation and ex- 
panding trade; 


* Conf. doc. Plen. 19 of Aug. 6, 1948. 





494 


PROPOSAL FOR A NEW DANUBE CONVENTION ' 


of the procession, signed the convention upon 


which they had voted earlier. This convention 
provides for its coming into force upon ratification 
by six signatories. 

Five of the twelve parties to the 1921 convention 
are now signatories to this convention and have 
supported the decision to abrogate the old one, 
The other parties to the old convention have either 
reserved their rights under the 1921 convention or 
are not in a position to abrogate the convention. 
The United Kingdom and France served notice 
during the conference that they were willing to 
call upon the machinery of the International Court 
for an adjudication of the validity of the 1921 con- 
vention, and reference to that body may yet be 
made by one of the interested parties. 

The Danube Conference of July-August 1948 
and the Soviet proposed convention are the most 
recent steps in a long campaign started by Nazi 
Germany to drive the western nonriparians out of 
the Danube basin under the slogan, “The river 
belongs to the riparians”. The Soviet Union 
joined this campaign in 1940 and with the liquida- 
tion of Nazi Germany became the new leader of 
the movement. The attempt of the Soviets to give 
a legal basis to their economic and political control 
of the region, while consistent with the concept of 
power politics which the Soviet Union has intro- 
duced into the post-hostilities world, is at con- 
siderable variance with the freedom-of-navigation 
clauses of the Balkan peace treaties and with the 
decisions of the December 1946 meeting of the 
Council of Foreign Ministers. 


([NoTE: This paper was prepared by Maxwell Harway, 
the Assistant Inland Transport Adviser, Office of 
Transport and Communications, Department of State, 
who served as Technical Secretary of the U.S. Delega- 
tion to the Conference at Belgrade.] 





Considering that the treaties of peace with Bulgaria, 
Hungary and Rumania signed February 10, 1947 have set 
forth that navigation on the Danube shall be free and 
open to the nationals, vessels of commerce and goods of 
all states on a footing of equality in regard to port and 
navigation charges and conditions for merchant shipping; 

Considering that the Governments of the United States 
of America, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
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and France at a meeting of the Council of Foreign Min- 
isters held on December 6, 1946 declared their accord 
that a new convention should be elaborated for the regime 
of navigation on the Danube; and 

Recognizing that conditions of economic well being and 
peaceful relations among nations should be promoted on 
the Danube in accordance with the Charter of the United 
Nations, 

Have resolved to conclude the present convention, and 
have for that purpose appointed the undersigned Pleni- 
potentiaries who, having deposited their full powers, found 
to be in good and due form, have agreed, as follows: 


CHAPTER I. 


Fundamental Provisions 


ArTICLE 1. International navigation on the Danube 
River System, shall be free and open to the vessels of 
commerce, goods and persons of all states on a footing 
of entire equality without discrimination. 

For purposes of this convention, the Danube River Sys- 
tem hereinafter referred to as the Danube shall include— 
(here insert definition as formulated by the Confer- 
ence). 

ArTICLE 2. Vessels of all states shall be free to enter 
and leave the Danube River without hindrance for pur- 
poses of peaceful commerce, provided they conform to 
navigation, sanitation and fiscal regulations herein au- 
thorized. 

ArTIcLE 3. Vessels in international navigation shall 
have a right of access to Danube River ports for loading 
and unloading goods and passengers, taking on fuel and 
supplies, and making necessary repairs. They shall have 
a right of wharfage, use of docks, loading and unloading 
facilities, equipment, warehouses, elevators, and trans- 
shipment facilities, so that no distinction is made as to 
flag or ownership, to the detriment of the nationals, 
goods and flag of any state, between them and the na- 
tionals, goods and flag of the riparian state itself or of 
the most-favored-nation. 

No vessel engaged in international navigation, in trans- 
it through any riparian state shall be required to make 
entry of any port, or be required to unload or transship 
its cargo or passengers, in whole or in part. 

Call or port dues shall be levied without discrimina- 
tion. 

ArTIcLE 4. Navigation companies, irrespective of na- 
tionality, engaging in commerce on the Danube, may in 
any Danube port establish and maintain agency offices 
and acquire or utilize buildings, wharfs, warehouses and 
other facilities for conducting their business. 

ARTICLE 5. No tolls, dues, tariffs, fees or other charges 
based on the fact of navigation shall be levied upon inter- 
national navigation of the naturally navigable portions of 
the river. Charges may only be made for towage, pilotage, 
use of locks, artificially constructed by-passes, improved 
channels or river approaches, and for employment of port 
facilities. 

All charges shall be assessed and applied without dis- 
crimination or preferential treatment in any way between 
the flags, vessels, goods, companies and nationals of any 
state, or in respect of ports of departure or destination or 
control of vessels. Where dues are charged for the use 
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of locks, by-passes, improved channels or river approaches, 
they shall be reasonable in rate, assessed solely on the 
tonnage of the craft, and intended only to defray the 
costs incurred in improving or maintaining the navigable 
channel. 

All charges shall be published in tariffs. They shall be 
reasonable and designed to facilitate, not impede naviga- 
tion or commerce, They shall be levied in such a manner 
as to make detailed examinations of vessels and cargoes 
unnecessary. They shall be administered in such a man- 
ner that vessels are not unduly detained. 

ArTicLe 6. All national regulations relating to naviga- 
tion, sanitation, police, customs, immigration and emigra- 
tion shall be framed in such a way as to facilitate and 
not impede free and equal international navigation. 

ArTicLe 7. Riparian states, together with their nationals 
any companies, shall not construct or place any works, 
installations or obstacles in or over the navigable chan- 
nels of the river in such a way as to obstruct navigation 
by vessels engaged in international commerce. 

Each riparian state shall be bound to take suitable 
measures to remove any obstacle or danger to naviga- 
tion and to ensure the maintenance of safe and unob- 
structed conditions of navigation. 


CHAPTER II. Regulation and Navigation, Danube 


River Commission 


ARTICLE 8. With a view to assuring fulfillment of the 
present convention a Danube River Commission shall be 
established. The Commission shall assemble for its first 
meeting within six months of the entry into force of the 
present convention. 

Jurisdiction 


ARTICLE 9. The jurisdiction of the Danube River Com- 
mission under this convention shall extend to the entire 
Danube River System as defined in Article 1 above. 


Composition and Membership 


ARTICLE 10. The Danube River Commission shall be 
composed of one representative each of Austria, Bulgaria, 
Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Rumania, the Ukrainian S.S.R., 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, and Yugoslavia, 
together with France, the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland, and the United States of 
America. 

Germany shall be admitted to full and equal member- 
ship in the Danube River Commission upon the entry 
into force of the treaty of peace with Germany or before 
that time by agreement between the states parties to the 
present convention. 


Meetings, Voting, Seat 


ARTICLE 11. The Danube River Commission shall meet 
in regular session at least twice each year. Special ses- 
sions may be convened on the demand of any member. 

ARTICLE 12. Each member shall have one vote. Two 
thirds of the members of the Commission shall constitute 
a quorum. 

ARTICLE 13. Resolutions and recommendations shall be 
taken by a two-thirds majority of the members present 
and voting. 
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ARTICLE 14. The chairmanship of the Danube River 
Commission shall be held in rotation for six-month 
periods by each member thereof in alphabetical order. 
ARTICLE 15, The Danube River Commission shall deter- 
mine its own rules of procedure. 
ARTICLE 16, The seat of the Danube River Commission 
shall be located at 










Functions and Powers of the Danube River Commission 














ARTICLE 17. The Danube River Commission shall be 
required and authorized to: 


a. Examine complaints and consider questions relative 
to the application and interpretation of the present con- 
vention, and make such recommendations to the states 
concerned as it may deem advisable ; 

b. Maintain a continuous study of the conditions of 
navigation, commerce and development of water resources 
on the Danube, and publish annual reports thereon. To 
this end the Commission shall make periodic study trips 
throughout the length of its jurisdiction on the Danube; 
its navigable tributaries and lateral canals. These trips 
shall be made at least once every two years by a commit- 
tee on which each member of the commission may be rep- 
resented. The Committee shall inspect the condition of 
the navigable channels, ports and port facilities, aids to 
navigation and river works. The Committee shall pub- 
lish its findings and may recommend to the Commission 
necessary or desirable improvements ; 

e. Consider proposals of the contracting states concern- 
ing Danubian international navigation, commerce and the 
use of water resources and make such recommendations 
as it may consider advisable ; 

d. Receive, study and make recommendations on all 
plans and proposals for river works and bridges affecting 
navigation. The Commission shall also have authority 
on its own initiative to consider, design and submit to 
member states proposals for river improvements includ- 
ing aids to navigation. 

If a riparian state is unable, for any reason whatsoever, 
to undertake a river work approved by the Commission, or 
the removal of any obstacle to navigation, the Com- 
mission shall make an immediate investigation on the 
spot and, if it so decides, undertake to construct the 
river work with the consent of the riparian state, or on 
its own initative remove the obstacle to navigation, pro- 
vided it first shall be able to arrange the financing of the 
project ; 

e. Formulate and recommend navigation, sanitation and 
police regulations for international navigation which 
shall be conceived in a uniform manner for the whole 
course of the Danube, account being taken, however, of 
the diversity of conditions of navigation; 

f. Formulate and recommend uniform conditions for 
pilots’ and navigators’ licenses, crews’ papers, laissez- 
passer arrangements, and safety requirements for vessels 
engaged in international navigation on the Danube; 

g. Organize a secretariat ; employ such professional and 
clerical personnel as may be needed and define their 
duties ; establish such administrative, technical, sanitary 
and financial services and subordinate agencies as may 
be needed to carry out the agreed tasks of the Commis- 
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sion. Members of the Secretariat shall be chosen in such 
a Way as to secure the widest representation among mem- 
bers of the Commission. 

In the performance of their duties, the Secretariat shall 
not seek or receive instructions from any government or 
from any authority external to the organization. Mem- 
bers of the Secretariat shall refrain from any action 
which might reflect on their position as international offi- 
cials responsible only to the Commission. 

h. Acquire and hold property of all kinds necessary 
for the fulfillment of its functions, including buildings 
and appropriate vessels. 

The Commission shall succeed to all of the properties 
of the European and International Danube Commissions, 

The Commission shall have the right to its own flag 
which it shall be entitled to fly on all buildings and vessels 
under its control. ; 

i. Draw up an annual budget in accordance with Article 
19 below. It may borrow money on the credit and opera- 
tions of the Commission. 


Finances of Commission 


ArticLeE 18. The expenses of each delegation to the 
Danube River Commission shall be borne by its own 
government. 

ARTICLE 19. When establishing the annual budget, the 
Commission will decide upon the measures to be adopted 
to meet the general expenses of its administration. 

As an exception to the general voting rule in Article 
13 the annual budget, national contributions thereto and 
special financial expenditures of the Commission must be 
approved unanimously. 


Obligations of Contracting Parties 


ARTICLE 20. The high contracting parties shall give the 
Danube River Commission, together with its officers and 
personnel, all necessary cooperation and facilities for the 
accomplishment of their duties under this convention. 

These officials and personnel shall have a right to cir- 
culate freely in the performance of their official duties on 
the river and throughout all port areas in the region 
comprised within the jurisdiction of the Commission. 
The local authorities shall afford them assistance in the 
execution of these duties. 

ARTICLE 21. Each riparian state shall take the neces- 
sary legislative and administrative action to give full 
effect in its territory to the joint navigation, sanitation, 
and police regulations for international navigation,. rec- 
ommended by the Danube River Commission, as well as 
the proposals approved by the Commission for pilots’ and 
navigators’ licenses, crews paper, laissez-passer arrange- 
ments, and safety requirements for vessels. 

Where the river forms a frontier between two states, 
the application of the regulations shall be assured by 
agreement between the riparian states, or in the absence 
thereof, by each riparian within its own territorial limits. 

ARTICLE 22. The general policing of the Danube shall be 
exercised by the riparian states, each within its own ter- 
ritorial boundaries. Each state shall keep the Commis- 
sion informed at all times of all navigation, sanitation, 
police, harbor, port, fiscal and other regulations which it 
is applying to vessels, persons and goods in international 
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navigation on the Danube. The Commission shall satisfy 
itself that these regulations do not infringe freedom of 
navigation and are otherwise in conformity with the 
Fundamental Provisions laid down in this convention. 

All vessels employed for police work shall carry in 
addition to the national flag a distinctive and uniform flag 
which shall be agreed upon by the Commission. The 
names, descriptions and numbers of the vessels thus em- 
ployed should be communicated to the Commission. 

ARTICLE 23. Each riparian state shall designate suitable 
functionaries whose duties within their own territories 
shall be to place their services and experience at the 
disposal of the higher functionaries of the Commission and 
to assist them in the execution of their work. 

ARTICLE 24. Each of the high contracting parties shall 
accord to the Danube River Commission, its buildings, 
property, vessels, offices and personnel, such privileges and 
immunities as are necessary for the fulfillment of their 
duties under this convention. 

Accredited Representatives of member states and of 
the United Nations shall have a right of access to com- 
mission offices and meetings. They shall be accorded 
appropriate diplomatic privileges and immunities for the 


exercise of their functions in connection with the Com- 
mission. 


Relation to the United Nations 


ARTICLE 25. The Danube River Commission shall be 
brought into association with the appropriate organ of the 
United Nations. 

The Commission shall exchange information and docu- 
mentation with the United Nations. 

Meetings of the Commission shall be open to representa- 
tives of the United Nations sitting as observers. 


CHAPTER III. Customs Questions 


ARTICLE 26. Customs duties, other taxes and the grant- 
ing of permits and licenses for the loading or unloading 
of goods in ports or on the banks of the Danube shall be 
levied without discrimination, and in such a manner as to 
cause no hindrance to navigation. 

Custom duties and other taxes on goods shipped via the 
Danube River shall not be higher than those to which 
goods of the same description, origin and destination would 
be subjected upon entering or leaving at any land frontier 
of the same state. 

ARTICLE 27, The passage in transit of vessels, rafts, pas- 
sengers and goods, whether effected directly or after trans- 
shipment or after warehousing, is free on the Danube. 

Traffic in transit shall not be subject to customs duties, 
taxes or licensing requirements. 

When both banks of the waterway belong to the same 
state, goods in transit may be placed under seal, under 
lock or under the guard of customs officers. 

When the waterway forms the frontier between two 
states, vessels, rafts, passengers and goods in transit shall 
be exempted from all customs formalities. 

ArTICLE 28. Fuel, lubricants and ships’ stores intended 
Solely for the use of a vessel in international navigation 
on the Danube, which are on board, shall be exempted 
from all customs duties, taxes and licensing requirements. 
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ARTICLE 29. The riparian states agree to operate the 
customs service in a manner conforming to the general 
requirements of traffic. There shall be no charges for cus- 
toms services when conducted in normal times and places. 

ARTIcLE 30. No vessel in international navigation mak- 
ing entry of a port or stopping within the jurisdiction of 
a riparian state shall be held longer than reasonably nec- 
essary to make the essential customs examinations. No 
vessel shall be subject to attachment or detention because 
of non-payment of customs dues on any goods which it has 
earried unless the owner or master has engaged in 
smuggling. 

ARTICLE 31. In the event that the riparian states create 
free ports or free zones to serve Danube traffic they shall 
be available to the vessels of commerce goods of all states 
on a footing of entire equality without discrimination. 
The regulations regarding the use of these ports or zones 
shall be communicated to the Danube River Commission. 


CHAPTER IV. Cabotage 


ARTICLE 32. Each riparian state may determine the con- 
ditions of local carriage of passengers and goods between 
ports within its own frontiers. 


CHAPTER V. River Works 


ArtTIcLeE 33. Each riparian state shall be responsible 
within its own jurisdiction for installing and maintaining 
buoys, lights, warning services and other aids to naviga- 
tion wherever necessary for the safety and facilitation of 
navigation. In determining the location of such aids 
special attention shall be given to the recommendations of 
the Danube River Commission. Such aids to navigation 
shall be operated by the riparian states without charge to 
navigation. 

ArtTicLe 34. Each riparian state shall supply the Com- 
mission with a description of all works to be carried out 
on the portion of the waterway situated within its own 
frontiers which it considers necessary for its economic 
development, especially works designed to prevent inun- 
dation and those undertaken for purposes connected with 
irrigation and the utilization of hydroelectric power. 

ARTICLE 35. The costs of current works of maintenance 
shall be borne by the riparian states concerned. 

Nevertheless, in the event of a state being able to prove 
that the expenditure involved for the maintenance of the 
navigable channel substantially exceeds what would be 
required in the interests of its own traffic, it may request 
the commission to distribute the expenditure equitably 
between it and the riparian states directly interested in 
the execution of the works in question. The commission, 
in that event, will determine the amount to be contributed 
by each riparian state and will ensure the settlement of 
the accounts. 

In the event of the commission itself undertaking works 
of maintenance within the frontiers of a state, it will 
receive from that state its contributory share of the 
expenditure. 

ARTICLE 36. With regard to works of improvement prop- 
erty so called and to works in respect of the maintenance 
of works of improvement of special importance, the state 
which carries them out may be authorized by the commis- 
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sion to cover their cost by the imposition of navigation 
dues. 

If the commission itself undertakes works of this de- 
scription, it may cover its expenditure by the imposition 
of dues. 

ArTIcLE 37. On those portions of the Danube which 
form the frontiers between two or more states, the execu- 
tion of the necessary works and the apportionment of the 
expenditure involved shall be determined by agreement be- 
tween the states concerned. Failing an agreement, the 
commission, with due regard to the provisions under which 
the works shall be carried out, shall itself determine the 
conditions under which the works shall be carried out and, 
eventually, the apportionment of the expenditure incurred 
in their execution. 


Chapter VI. Courts 


ArTiIcLe 38. Each riparian state shall indicate to the 
commission the courts within its jurisdiction which are 
competent to deal in first instance and on appeal with 
cases relating to (a) offenses against navigation, sanita- 
tion and police regulations, (b) damages arising in con- 
nection with Danube navigation, (c) salvage, and (d) ap- 
plication of laws, rules, regulations, fees or other charges 
concerning navigation, sanitations, customs, police and 
general security. 

ARTICLE 39. In judicial actions relative to navigation on 
the Danube, special bail (cautio judicatum solvi) may 
not be demanded from foreigners, either on account of 
their nationality or owing to their not having a domicile 
or residence or not possessing effects in the country in 
which judicial action is being taken. 

The captain of a vessel may not be prevented from 
continuing his voyage on account of an action having 
been instituted against him once he has furnished the 
surety required by the judge in respect of the action itself. 

ARTICLE 40. The properly qualified functionaries of the 
commission may report offences against the joint naviga- 
tion, sanitation and police regulations which come to their 
attention to the competent authorities, who shall inform 
the commission of the measures taken in respect of the 
offence of which they were notified. 


CHAPTER VII. Pilotage 


ARTICLE 41. Pilotage shall not be obligatory in the natu- 
rally navigable portions of the river outside of port areas. 


Where required, it shall be provided, both as to service 
and charges, on a basis of equality to vessels of all flags, 
Charges shall be collected in accordance with published 
tariffs, copies of which shall be kept on file at all times 
with the Danube River Commission. 


CHAPTER VIII. Final Provisions 


ARTICLE 42. Differences relating to the interpretation 
and application of the present convention shall, if not 
resolved to the satisfaction of the parties concerned in 
the Danube River Commission, be settled in accordance 
with the provisions of the United Nations Charter. 

ARTICLE 43. This convention may be amended by a con- 
ference composed of representatives of all states parties 
to the present convention and such amendments shall 
become effective upon the deposit of instruments of ratifi- 
cation thereof by all such states. 

ARTICLE 44. The present convention shall be ratified 
and the instruments of ratification thereof shall be de 
posited with the Government of the Peoples Federal 
Republic of Yugoslavia, which shall notify all signatory 
states of the date of each such deposit and of the date 
of entry into force of this convention. 

The present convention shall come into force upon the 
deposit of instruments of ratification by Austria, Bulgaria, 
Czechoslovakia, France, Hungary, Rumania, the Ukrainian 
Soviet Socialist Republic, the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and North- 
ern Ireland, the United States of America, and Yugoslavia. 

After the entry into force of this convention, any state 
which is a member of the United Nations may adhere 
thereto by depositing an instrument of adherence with the 
Government of the Peoples Federal Republic of Yugo- 
slavia, which shall promptly notify all signatory states of 
the date of deposit of each such adherence. Each adher- 
ence shall become effective on the date of its deposit. 

The signed original of the present convention shall be 
deposited with the Government of the Peoples Federal 
Republic of Yugoslavia, which shall promptly transmit 
certified copies thereof to each of the signatory states. 

Done at Belgrade this day of August, 1948, in the 
Russian and French languages, each of which shall be 
equally authentic. 

In witness whereof the undersigned plenipotentiaries 
have signed the present convention. 
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The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the People’s 
Republic of Bulgaria, the Republic of Czechoslovakia, the 
Hungarian Republic, the People’s Republic of Rumania, 
the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic and the Federal 
People’s Republic of Yugoslavia ; 

Whereas the Council of Foreign Ministers have on 
12th December, 1946, decided to call a Conference, com- 
posed of representatives of the States mentioned, to work 
out a new Convention regarding the regime of navigation 
on the Danube and 

Desirous of providing for free navigation on the Danube 
in accordance with the interests and sovereign rights of 
the Danubian States and in order to strengthen economic 
and cultural relations of the Danubian States among 
themselves and with other nations, 

Have resolved to conclude a Convention regarding the 
regime of navigation on the Danube and for that purpose 
have appointed the undersigned Plenipotentiaries who, 
after presentation of their full powers, found in good and 
due form, have agreed on the following: 


CHAPTER I. General Provisions 
Article 1 


Navigation on the Danube shall be free and open for 
the nationals, vessels of commerce, and goods of all States, 
on a footing of equality in regard to port and navigation 
charges and conditions for merchant shipping. The fore- 
going shall not apply to traffic between ports of the same 
State. 

Article 2 


The regime established by this Convention shall be ap- 
plicable to the whole navigable part of the Danube River 
between Ulm and the Black Sea over the Sulina arm, with 
the outlet to the sea through the Sulina channel. 


Article 3 


The Danubian States undertake to maintain their sec- 
tions of the Danube in a navigable condition for river- 
going and, on the respective sections, for sea-going vessels, 
to carry out the works necessary for the maintenance 
and improvement of the waterway as well as to refrain 
from placing any obstacles or impediments to navigation 
in the navigable channels of the Danube. The Danubian 
States shall consult the Danube Commission (Art. 5) 
on matters referred to in this Article. 

The riparian States may within the limits of their re- 
spective frontiers undertake works for the maintenance 
of navigation, the execution of which is necessitated by 
urgent and unforeseen circumstances. The States shall, 
however, apprise the Commission of the reasons which 
have necessitated the works, and they shall furnish a 
summary description of these works. 


Article 4 


In case a Danubian State is unable itself to undertake 
the works which relate to its own territory and which are 
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necessary for the maintenance of normal navigation, it is 
obliged to allow the Danube Commission (Art. 5) to carry 
them out under conditions determined by the Commission 
and without the latter being able to entrust the execu- 
tion of these works to another State unless the sections 
in question of the waterway form a frontier of such State, 
in which case the Commission shall decide the terms on 
which the works shall be carried out. 

The Danubian States agree to afford the Commission or 
the State executing the said works all necessary assist- 
ance. 


CHAPTER II. Administrative rrovisions 
SECTION I. THE DANUBE COMMISSION 
Article 5 


There shall be established a Danube Commission, here- 
inafter called “the Commission,” to be composed of one 
representative of each Danubian State. 


Article 6 


The Commission shall elect from among its Members its 
Chairman, Vice-Chairman and Secretary for a term of 
three years. 


Article 7 


The Commission shall determine the time of its meet- 
ings and its own rules of procedure. 

The first meeting of the Commission shall take place 
within sir months after the entry into force of the present 
convention. . 
Article 8 [7] 


The competence of the Commission shall extend to the 
Danube as defined in Article 2. 
Among the attributions of the Commission are: 


(a) To supervise the carrying out of the provisions of 
this Convention ; 

(b) To prepare a general plan of the main works in 
the interests of navigation on the basis of projects and 


* EprTor’s NoTE: This version of the proposed Danube 
convention was translated from the official French lan- 
guage document, Plen. 35 (revision I), of Aug. 18, 1948, 
issued by the Secretariat of the Danube Conference. The 
printing of this unofficial translation in a Department of 
State publication does not constitute recognition by the 
United States Government that the convention has any 
validity. It is published so that references previously 
made to articles of this proposed convention in speeches 
of the American Delegation printed in the Department 
of State Bulletin and in other issues of this publication 
can be checked against the text of the document. The 
article numbers of the original Soviet draft that differ 
from those in the revised draft, here printed, are given 
in brackets. Articles added to the original draft are in 
italic. 
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proposals presented by the Danubian States and the Spe- 
cial River Administrations (Articles 20 and 21) and like- 
wise. to draw up a general budget in connection with these 
works. 

(c) To execute the works in the cases provided in Ar- 
ticle 4; 

(d) To consult with and make recommendations to the 
Danubian States in respect of the execution of the works 
referred to in paragraph “b” of this Article, with due 
consideration for the technical and economic interests, 
plans and possibilities of the respective States; 

(e) To consult with and make recommendations to the 
Special River Administrations (Articles 20 and 21), and 
to exchange information with them; 

(f) To establish a uniform system of care of navigable 
ways on the whole navigable portion of the Danube and 
the basic regulations regarding navigation on the Danube 
including the chief elements of the pilot service, with due 
consideration for the specific conditions on particular sec- 
tions of the waterway ; 

(g) To unify the regulations of river supervision ; 

(h) To coordinate the hydrometeorological services on 
the Danube, to publish a unified hydrological bulletin 
and hydrological forecasts both short-term and long-term, 
for the Danube; 

(i) To draw up statistics regarding navigation on the 
Danube so far as concerns matters within the jurisdiction 
of the Commission ; 

(j) To publish reference works. sailing directions, navi- 
gation maps and atlases for purposes of navigation ; 

(k) To prepare and approve the budget of the Com- 
mission and to fix and levy the charges provided for in 
Article 10. 


Article 9 [8] 


In order to carry out the tasks referred to in the fore- 
going article, the Commission shall have its Secretariat 
and the necessary machinery, the staff of which shall be 
recruited from among the nationals of the Danubian 
States. 

The organization of the Secretariat and the staff shall 
be determined by the Commission itself. 


Article 10 [9] 


The Commission shall draw up its budget and approve 
it by a majority vote of all its Members. The budget 
shall provide for the expenses for the maintenance of the 
Commission and its machinery, to be met by equal con- 
tributions of the Danubian States payable annually. 

In order to meet the expenses for the execution of spe- 
cial works for the maintenance of navigability or the 
improvement thereof the Commission may establish spe- 
cial charges. 


Article 11 [10] 


Decisions of the Commission shall be taken by a ma- 
jority of the Members present, unless otherwise specifi- 
cally provided for in this Convention (Articles 10, 12, 
and 13). 

Five Members of the Commission shall constitute a 
quorum. 
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Article 12 [11] 


Decisions of the Commission on matters provided for 
in Article 8, paragraphs “b”, “c”, “f”, and “g’, shall be 
taken by a majority vote of all members of the Commis- 
sion but without outvoting the State on the territory of 
which the works are to be carried out. 


Article 13 [12] 


The seat of the Commission shall be at Galatz. The 
Commission may, however, by a decision of a majority 
of all Members change the seat of the Commission. 


Article 14 [13] 


The Commission shall have the rights of a juridical per- 
son in accordance with the laws of the State where the 
Commission has its seat. 


Article 15 [14] 


The official languages of the Commission shall be French 
and Russian. 


Article 16 [15] 


The members of the Commission and the officials ap- 
pointed by it shall enjoy diplomatic immunities. Its offi- 
cial buildings, archives and documents of any kind shall 
not be liable to seizure. 


Article 17 


Officials of the Commission possessing the appropriate 
authority shall inform the competent authorities of the 
Danubian states of such breaches of the rules of naviga- 
tion, sanitation and surveillance of the river as the Com- 
mission may discover. The competent authorities shall, 
in turn, inform the Commission of the measures taken in 
connection with the breaches reported as above-mentioned. 


Article 18 [16] 


The Commission shall have its own seal; it shall also 
have its flag which it may fly on its official buildings and 
vessels, 


Article 19 


The Danubian states shall render to the Commission, to 
its officers, and its personnel the necessary cooperation to 
enable them to carry out their duties under this convention. 

These officers and personnel shall have the right of 
free and unhindered movement while carrying out their 
duties on the river and in ports within the jurisdiction of 
the Commission, provided they respect national laws. 


SECTION II. SPECIAL RIVER ADMINISTRATIONS 
Article 20 [17] 


There shall be established a Special River Administra- 
tion in the lower Danube (between the mouth of the Sulina 
channel and Braila inclusive) for the execution of hydro- 
technical works and the regulation of navigation, to be 
composed of the representatives of the adjacent riparian 
States (People’s Republic of Rumania and the USSR). 

The Administration shall act on the basis of agreement 
between the Governments of the countries, parties to the 
Administration. 

The seat of the Administration shall be at Galatz. 
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Article 21 [18] 


There shall be established a Special River Administra- 
tion of the Iron Gates in the Iron Gates section (between 
Vince and Kostol, on the right bank, and between Moldova- 
Veche and Turnu-Severin, on the left bank of the Danube) 
for the execution of hydrotechnical works and the regula- 
tion of navigation in the said area, to be composed of the 
representatives of the People’s Republic of Rumania and 
the Federal People’s Republic of Yugoslavia. 

The Administration shall act on the basis of agreement 
between the Governments of the countries, parties to the 
Administration. 

The seat of the Administration shall be at Orsova and 
Tekija. 

Article 22 [19] 


The Commission shall be apprised of the agreements on 
the Special River Administrations (hereinafter called 
“The Administrations”) referred to in Articles 20 and 21. 


CHAPTER III. Regime of Navigation 
SECTION I. NAVIGATION 


Article 23 [20] 


Navigation on the lower part of the Danube and in the 
Iron Gates section shall be carried out in accordance with 
the regulations of navigation established by the Adminis- 
trations of the respective sections. Navigation on other 
parts of the Danube shall be carried out in accordance 
with the regulations established by the respective Danu- 
bian States across the territory of which the Danube flows, 
and, in those regions where the banks of the Danube belong 
to two different States, in accordance with the regulations 
established by agreement between these States. 

In establishing the regulations of navigation, the 
Danubian States and Administrations shall take into ac- 
count the basic provisions of navigation on the Danube 
established by the Commission. 


Article 24 [21] 


Vessels on the Danube shall have the right, subject to 
conforming to regulations established by the Danubian 
States concerned, to enter ports, to load and discharge, 
to embark and disembark passengers, to refuel, to take 
on supplies, ete. 


Article 25 [22] 


Local passenger and freight traffic between ports of 
the same State shall not be carried out by vessels under 
foreign flags otherwise than in accordance with the na- 
tional regulations of the Danubian State concerned. 


Article 26 (23, Ist and 2d pars. of 24] 


Sanitary and police regulations in force on the Danube 
shall be administered without discrimination in respect 
to nationality of the vessels, points of departure and 
destination, or on any other grounds. 

Functions of customs, sanitary, and river supervision 
on the Danube shall be discharged by the Danubian States, 
which shall communicate to the Commission the regula- 
tions issued by them, in order that the Commission may 
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be able to contribute to the standardization of the cus- 
toms and sanitary regulations and standardize the rules 
of river surveillance (Article 8 “g’’). 

Customs, sanitary, and police regulations shall be such 
as not to impede navigation. 


Article 27 [Remainder of 24] 


Where both banks of the Danube belong to the same 
State, that state shall have the right to place goods in 
transit under seal or under the guard of customs super- 
vision. Such a state shall also have the right to require 
the captain or owner of the vessel to make a written 
declaration, stating only whether or not he is carrying 
goods the importation of which is prohibited by the State 
in question but without the right to prohibit the transit 
of such goods. These formalities shall not imply or 
occasion an inspection of the cargo or a delay of transit. 
For making a false declaration, the captain or owner of 
the vessel shall be answerable under the laws of the 
State to which the declaration had been made. 

When the Danube River forms a frontier between two 
states, vessels, rafts, passengers and goods in transit shall 
be exempt from all customs formalities. 


Article 28 [25] 


Vessels employed by Danubian States for river super- 
vision (police) work shall carry their national flag 
and, in addition, distinctive and uniform insignia; the 
descriptions and numbers of these vessels shall be com- 
municated to the Commission. These vessels, as well as the 
customs vessels of all Danubian States, may use the waters 
of the Danube only within the boundaries of the State 
the flag of which the vessel flies, while the use of waters 
beyond those limits shall take place only by consent of 
the Danubian States concerned. 


Article 29 [26] 


Vessels on the Danube shall be enabled to use, for pur- 
poses of navigation, both the ships’ wireless stations and 
communication facilities on shore. 


Article 30 [27] 


Navigation on the Danube by naval vessels of all non- 
Danubian countries shall be prohibited. 

Navigation on the Danube by naval vessels of Danubian 
States, beyond the limits of the country the flag of which 
the vessel flies, may take place only by arrangement be- 
tween the Danubian States concerned. 


SECTION Il. PILOT SERVICE 
Article 31 [28] 


On the lower Danube and in the Iron Gates section there 
shall be established Corps of Pilots, under the Administra- 
tions concerned (Art. 22). 

The regulations of pilot service shall be determined by 
the Administrations in accordance with the basic provi- 
sions regarding navigation on the Danube (Art. 8 “f’’) 
and shall be communicated to the Commission. 
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Article 32 [29] 


Piloting of vessels on the lower Danube and in the 
Iron Gates section shall be done by pilots from the ap- 
propriate Corps of Pilots or by pilots who, having passed 
an examination before the authorities of the competent 
River Administration, have been allowed by this: Admin- 
istration to act as pilots. 


Article 33 [30] 


The personnel of the Corps of Pilots shall be recruited 
from among the nationals of the Danubian Countries, 
members of the Administrations concerned. Procedure for 
recruiting the Corps of Pilots shall be determined by spe- 
cial agreements between the above-mentioned members of 
these Administrations (Articles 20 and 21). 


CHAPTER IV. Procedure of Meeting Expenses for 
Maintenance of Navigation 


Article 34 [31] 


Hydraulic engineering works on the Danube carried out 
by Danubian States in accordance with Article 3 of this 
Convention shall be financed by the Danubian States con- 
cerned. 

Works referred to in Article 8, paragraph ‘“‘c”, shall be 
financed by the Commission. 


Article 35 [32] 


In order to meet the expenses necessary for the main- 
tenance of navigation, the Danubian States are entitled, 
by agreement with the Commission, to levy on vessels 
navigation charges, the scale of which shall be fixed in 
ratio to the cost of the maintenance of the waterway 
and the cost of works referred to in Article 34. 


Article 36 [33] 


In order to meet the expenses necessary for the main- 
tenance of navigation and the execution of works car- 
ried out by the Administrations, the latter shall fix par- 
ticular charges levied on vessels passing through the sec- 
tions /of the Danube/ between the mouth of the Sulina 
channel and Braila and between Vince and Kostol, on the 
right bank, and between Moldova-Veche and Turnu-Se- 
verin, on the left bank of the Danube. 

The Administrations shall apprise the Commission of 
particular charges established by the Administrations 
and of the procedure for levying them. 


Article 37 [34] 


Special, navigation and particular charges levied by 
the Commission, the Danubian States, and the Adminis- 
trations shall not provide profit. 


Article 38 [35] 


The procedure for levying the special, navigation, and 
particular charges shall be laid down in instructions 
worked out by the Commission, the Danubian States and 
the Administrations, respectively. The instructions is- 
sued by the Danubian States and the Administrations 
should be worked out by agreement with the Commission. 

Charges and duties shall be assessed on the ships’ 
tonnage. 
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Article 39 [36] 


On those sections of the Danube which form frontiers 
between States, the execution of works and the appor- 
tionment of expenditure for these works shall be settled 
by agreement between the limitrophe States concerned, 


Article 40 [37] 

The port dues levied on vessels shall be collected by the 
authorities of the Danubian States concerned. There 
shall be no discrimination in respect to nationality of the 
vessels, points of departure and destination, or on any 
other grounds. 

Article 41 [38] 


Vessels entering ports for loading or unloading shall 
be entitled to use loading and unloading machinery, equip- 
ment warehouses, storage space, etc., on the basis of agree- 
ments concluded with the appropriate transportation and 
forwarding agencies. 

There shall be no discrimination in determining the 
amount of costs for services rendered. 

Advantages given according to the usage of commerce 
because of the volume of services and the nature of cargo 
shall not be regarded as discrimination. 


Article 42 [39] 


No charges shall be levied on vessels, rafts, passengers 
and goods for transit as such. 


Article 43 [40] 


Schedules of pilot charges in the lower Danube and in 
the Iron Gates section shall be fixed and communicated 
to the Commission by the Administrations concerned. 


CHAPTER V. Final Provisions 
Article 44 


The expression “Danubian state” or “Danubian country” 
in this Convention shall define a state situated on a shore 
of the Danube, as defined in Article 2. 


Article 45 [41] 


Any dispute between the parties to this Convention with 
respect to the application and interpretation of the Con- 
vention which cannot be resolved by direct negotiation 
shall be, at the request of either party to the dispute, 
referred for settlement to a Conciliation Commission com- 
posed of one representative of each party and one rep 
resentative appointed by the Chairman of the Danube 
Commission from among the nationals of a state which 
is not a party to the dispute, and in case the Chairman 
of the Commission is a national of a State party to the 
dispute, the appointment shall be made by the Danube 
Commission. 

The decision of the Conciliation Commission shall be 
accepted by the parties to the dispute as final and binding. 


Article 46 


The present Convention may be revised at the request 
of the majority of the signatory states. This request shall 
be addressed to the Government of the Federal People’s 
Republic of Yugoslawia, which in the shortest possible time 
shall convene a conference of all the states signatories of 


Documents & State Papers 





the present Convention. The revised provisions will enter 
into force only after the deposit of the instruments of rati- 
fication by sia of the states signatories to the present 
convention. 

Article 47 [42] 


The present Convention and its Annexes, of which the 
Russian and French texts are authentic, shall be ratified 
and shall come into force upon the deposit of six ratifica- 
tions. The instruments of ratification shall be deposited 
with the Government of the Federal People’s Republic of 
Yugoslavia, in the archives of which shall be deposited the 
original copy of the present Convention. 

The Government of the Federal People’s Republic of 
Yugoslavia shall furnish certified copies of the original 
Convention to all the signatories of the Convention and 
shall inform them of the deposit of instruments of ratifi- 
cation as they are received. 


LIST OF ANNEXES 


Annex I. The Admission of Austria to the Danube 
Commission. 


Annex II. The Gabcikovo—Gonyii Sector. 


ANNEX I. The Admission of Austria to the Danubian 
Commission 
1. A representative of Austria shall be admitted to the 
Danube Commission after the question of a Treaty with 
Austria has been settled. 
2. The present Annex shall come into force simultane- 
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ously with the Convention regarding the regime of navi- 
gation on the Danube and shall be an integral part of 
that convention. 


ANNEX II. The Gabcikovo Gényii Sector [’] 


Regarding the works necessary to ensure normal con- 
ditions of navigation in the Gabcikovo—Giényii Sector (from 
km 1821 to km 1791), the High Contracting Parties agree 
that it is in the general interest to maintain this sector in 
good navigable condition and that the works necessary 
for this purpose far exceed those which could reasonably 
be assumed by the competent riparian States. 

For this reason, it is agreed that the Danube Commis- 
sion shall discuss the question and decide whether, for 
this purpose, it might be appropriate to set up a special 
river administration similar to those provided in Articles 
20 and 21, or whether it would be sufficient to apply the 
stipulations of Articles 4 and 34, paragraph 2, of the 
present Convention to this sector. 

Provisions similar to Article 20 of the present Conven- 
tion of which this Annex is an integral part, shall be 
applied if the Administration is established. 

In witness whereof, the Undersigned Plenipotentiaries 
have signed the present Convention and have affixed their 
seals thereto. 

Done in the city of Belgrade on this [18th] day of 
[August] nineteen hundred and forty-eight. 


? Not in original draft. This annex is the only amend- 
ment made by members of the Soviet bloc. 


SUPPLEMENTARY PROTOCOL TO THE CONVENTION ON THE REGIME OF NAVIGATION ON THE DANUBE 
SIGNED AT BELGRADE [AUGUST 18, 1948] 


1. It is noted that the regime of navigation on the 
Danube formerly applied, as well as the acts providing 
for the establishment of that regime, in particular the 
Convention signed in Paris, July 23, 1921, are no longer 
in force. 

2. All property owned by the former European Danube 
Commission shall be transferred to the Special River Ad- 
ministration of the lower Danube as established under 
Article 20 of the Convention, to which the present Protocol 
refers. 

8. It is agreed that all obligations of the former Euro- 
pean Danube Commission regarding the re-payment of 
credits granted to it by Great Britain, France, Russia and 
other States shall be considered as cancelled. 

4. The obligations of the former International Danube 
Commission as well as the obligations of the former Ad- 
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ministration of the Iron Gates and Cataracts and the 
guarantees for securing those obligations shall be con- 
sidered as cancelled. 

5. Unliquidated property of the former International 
Danube Commission shall be transferred to the Danube 
Commission provided for in Article 5 of the Convention 
to which the present Protocol refers. The part of the 
property of the former International Danube Commission 
transferred to the former Administration of the Iron 
Gates and Cataracts and all the property of the former 
Administration of the Iron Gates and Cataracts shall be 
transferred to the Special River Administration of the 
Iron Gates and Cataracts established in accordance with 
article 21 of the Convention to which the present Protocol 
refers. 

Done at Belgrade on this[18th] day of [August], 1948. 








DANUBE CONFERENCE 


The Delegates of ten Governments have now sat 
round this table, flanked by deputies and experts, 
for nearly three weeks. We have made speeches, 
appointed committees, and discussed specific ar- 
ticles of a proposed new treaty. To all outward 
appearances, we have gone through the motions of 
a normal international conference. 

But anybody who has been seated in this hall or 
in the gallery knows that this has been a decep- 
tion. This has been a unique performance in the 
history of international negotiations. I know of 
no previous international conference where a ma- 
jority of the participants, with cynical solidarity, 
have refrained from proposing even minor 
changes in the text laid before them for discus- 
sion. The document about to be put to the final 
vote is the document which the Delegate of the 
Soviet Union brought to this Conference to receive 
its stamp of approval. 

It had been our hope that the delegates around 
this table would be able really to work out a new 
regime of free navigation on the Danube. We had 
been thinking of an agreement which would have 
these objectives: 


1. To promote river trade within the entire 
Danube basin, and to invite the trade of other 
nations into the Danube river ports. 

2. To assure that merchant ships of any flag 
could use without discrimination these waters and 
port facilities, subject only to equitable regula- 
tions. 

3. To set up a regime for the regulations of navi- 
gation adapted to the special problems of a great 
river system serving many States, and responding 
to the expanding requirements of modern shipping 
traffic. 

4, To coordinate the administration of this great 
waterway with other international undertakings 
through a relationship with the United Nations. 

5. To provide an efficient and impartial means 
for the conciliation of differences and for the 
settlement of disputes. 


* At the final plenary session on Aug. 18, 1948. 
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ANNEX III. REJECTION OF THE SOVIET DRAFT CONVENTION BY THE UNITED STATES, 
THE UNITED KINGDOM, FRANCE, AND AUSTRIA? 


Statement by American Ambassador Cavendish Cannen 


The draft agreement laid before us by the Soviet 
Delegate at the beginning of this Conference did 
none of these things. That draft, with no sig- 
nificant changes, is the document we are now of- 
fered for final vote and signature. There has been 
no negotiation. There has been no attempt to 
reconcile differences of technical opinion. There 
has been no compromise, even in matters of form. 
In order to explain this extraordinary situation, 
we must say something about the character of the 
Conference itself. 

At the opening ceremony the Soviet Delegate 
said: 

“The convention adopted here will not have to 
be referred to anyone. It will be adopted by the 
majority of the conference and signed by those 
who wish to sign and will come into force without 
the consent of a small minority if there is a small 
minority.” 

And on our first real working day, July 31, it 
was made brutally clear that there was to be no 
real discussion of the problem for which we were 
brought together. There was a solid phalanx of 
seven Governments which were already committed 
to the adoption of this Soviet text, and already de- 
termined to disregard whatever proposals the 
Delegations of the United States, the United King- 
dom or France might present. On that first 
working day we were told that: 

“The door was open to come in; the same door 
is open to go out, if that is what you wish.” 


We did not go out; we have stayed on; trying 
every day to persuade this Conference to take some 
step toward a genuine agreement. 

The Soviet draft convention was laid before us 
on August 2. Six other Delegations accepted it 
without reservation. Some of them declared it 
to be a perfect instrument. 

To the United States Delegation, the Soviet 
draft, for all its declarations of good intent, does 
not provide the basis for reopening of the river to 
freedom of trade and navigation. It does not 
implement the recommendations of the Paris Con- 
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ference or the decisions of the Council of Foreign 
Ministers. We think that it is a backward step in 
that it represents a new and determined effort to 
cut off certain Danubian states from their normal, 
and indeed their essential, intercourse with the 
rest of the world. 

The United States objections to the Soviet draft 
can be summarized very briefly under five points. 


First. The draft fails to prevent discrimination 
against shipping on the river. It provides non- 
discriminatory treatment only for such minor 
things as port dues and sanitary regulations. On 
the basic issues such as access to ports and facili- 
ties, the draft would leave the door open to a con- 
tinuation of the exclusive and discriminatory 
practices that have been followed for the past 
three years. 

Second. The draft fails to recognize the inter- 
est of the riparian states in the rest of the world 
and the interest of the rest of the world in trade 
with this region. This draft would provide a 
mechanism for controlling economic intercourse 
with outside areas, even to the detriment of some 
of the riparian states themselves. There has been 
explicit rejection of any relationship with the 
United Nations. 

This convention also eliminates non-riparian 
representation on a new Danube Commission. 
The members of this Conference must surely 
realize that non-riparian representation would be 
the best assurance of a more effective utilization 
of the river and stimulation of trade and shipping. 


Third. The Convention presents a weak, badly 
organized Commission with a river system too 
narrowly defined since tributaries and important 
lateral canals are omitted, and only one of the out- 
lets to the Black Sea is included. To complete the 
picture of an ineffectual Commission, provision 
has been made for the establishment of autono- 
mous river administrations outside the Commis- 
sion’s real control. 


Fourth. Austria, which is one of the most im- 
portant riparian states with its great Danubian 
trade, is barred from participation for the time 
being. The question of participation by Germany 
is ignored entirely. 

Fifth. The convention attempts arbitrarily to 
nullify the 1921 Convention. These provisions 
are contrary not only to the rights of certain par- 
ticipants of this Conference, but also to the rights 
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of other signatories of the 1921 Convention such 
as Belgium, Greece and Italy. 


After examining the Soviet draft, the Delega- 
tions of the United States, Great Britain and 
France submitted twenty-eight amendments. 
Every one of these amendments on which a vote 
was taken was rejected, with seven negative votes. 
Every one of the articles of the Soviet draft was 
accepted, thanks to the votes of these same seven 
states. 

With that on the record, it was strange to hear 
the talk at this table about dictatorship of the 
minority. There was no minority machine. The 
record shows even no uniformity in the minority 
voting. 

Behind each Delegate at this table are specialists 
and experts. Experts in maritime law, in the 
practical problems of merchant shipping, in the 
technical problems of hydraulic works and river 
control, have sat here day after day listening to 
these dreary political debates. Not once have 
they, or their chief delegates with their advice, 
grappled with the practical problems we had hoped 
to solve. 

When we came here the Danube River was dead 
to international trade, as the world understands 
that term. When we leave here there will be no 
change—no change except that the present re- 
gime of rigid Soviet control from Bratislava to the 
Black Sea will have been acknowledged by seven 
Governments at this Conference. 

The United States Delegation has been perfectly 
frank in its opinion that the special privileged po- 
sition of the Soviet-controlled joint companies in 
Hungary, Rumania and Yugoslavia is a major ob- 
stacle to free navigation on the Danube. We main- 
tain that this system of interlocking enterprises 
constitutes a huge monopolistic combine which in 
effect excludes the commerce of other countries 
from the lower Danube. So long as this exclusive 
system continues, we do not see how the shipping 
of other countries can operate in these reaches of 
the Danube at all. We think this was one of the 
major problems of this Conference, but each men- 
tion of it brought forth the charge of American 
“economic domination” and “imperialism”. 

That was one of the strange things about this 
Conference, for the history of the relations of the 
United States with these Danubian nations has 
proved to the world the disinterested concern of 
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the American people in their welfare. Most of 
the delegates here have talked a great deal about 
this sovereignty, as though the merchant ships of 
other nations in their river ports could bring them 
harm. That has a hollow sound when one con- 
siders the economic price a nation pays when trade 
and intercourse are throttled to the advantage of 
a single powerful neighbor. It has a hollow sound 
when one considers the instances of interference in 
the internal affairs of the states of this region in 
the past few years. 

Freedom of navigation is an important objec- 
tive of American foreign policy. We regret that 
it has not been possible for us to reach agreement 
here on a convention which would guarantee that 


freedom on the Danube. In the absence of such 
guarantees we cannot accept the treaty which is 
now before the Conference. 

When ships can again freely go up and down 
the river, the revival of trade should bring im- 
mediate benefits to the nations of both Eastern 
and Western Europe. It is, in fact, one of the 
conditions for Europe’s recovery. 

The American people have undertaken an un- 
precedented program of long-term aid to Europe. 
They have a real and abiding interest in what hap- 
pens on the Danube. They will not lose that in- 
terest merely because this Conference has not 
found agreement on a way to restore the Danube 
to its great usefulness to the peoples of Europe. 


Statement by British Ambassador Sir Charles Peake 


It is not necessary to summarize the British 
point of view. His Majesty’s Government have 
consistently declared, in the Council of Foreign 
Ministers and elsewhere, that they were willing to 
negotiate, in place of the existing Danube conven- 
tion, a new and equitable statute which would 
make fair provision for the interests of all powers 
with rights on the Danube. 

Mr. Bevin has repeatedly declared that His Maj- 
esty’s Government hoped to obtain a settlement 
of this question by compromise and mutual recog- 
nition of each other’s interests. His Majesty’s 
Government have been greatly disappointed to 
find that, at this conference, the Soviet delega- 
tion and certain other delegations have refused all 
attempts at compromise, and have attempted to 
ride “roughshod” over the rights and needs of 
other riparian powers such as Austria and powers 
like Great Britain who have enjoyed rights on the 
Danube uncontested for well-nigh a century. 

Firstly to a moderate and reasoned statement 
of my Government’s view of the validity of the 
1921 statute, I received from the Delegate of the 
Soviet Union the rough rejoinder that the door 
by which we came in was still open and we could 
leave by it, if we objected to the terms on which 
he had decided the business was to be done. That 
is not negotiation. 

When the United States Delegation submitted a 
draft statute for consideration, the Soviet Delega- 
tion promptly stated that they would consider no 
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clause or principle in the draft which differed from 
their own proposals. That is not negotiation. 

A number of amendments relating to important 
points of principle have been put forward by the 
United Kingdom Delegation. Not one of these 
has been seriously considered ; all have been voted 
down by the obedient majority. Exactly the same 
treatment has been given to every amendment 
moved by the United States and France. That is 
not negotiation. 

When His Majesty’s Government pointed out 
that the 1921 Danube convention is still valid and 
that the rights and obligations embodied in it can- 
not be abrogated without the consent of its signa- 
tories, the Soviet Delegation declared that the 
convention was no longer in force, but refused the 
proposal of the United Kingdom Delegation to sub- 
mit the question for a decision either to the Inter- 
national Court of Justice or to a special arbitra- 
tion tribunal. Mr. Vyshinsky has refused the 
method which the Charter of the United Nations 
lays down as the normal one for settling legal dis- 
putes. 

Nor has this treatment, this refusal to consider 
issues on their merits, been shown only to nonri- 
parian powers. The representatives of Austria, a 
country through which an important stretch of the 
Danube flows, have been prevented from making 
an effective contribution to this conference; they 
have also been treated by certain delegations with 
great discourtesy. 
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My Government cannot admit that any power 
can abrogate to itself the position of arbiter over 
the rights of others. There are Soviet troops in 
most of the territory through which the Danube 
flows. The Soviet Government is in a position to 
prevent other powers from using these stretches 
of the Danube, but this unilateral and arbitrary 
action does not cancel the rights of those powers. 
Nor does the promulgation of a new convention, 
in defiance of the wishes of certain powers, abro- 
gate the rights and needs of those powers. 

Meanwhile, His Majesty’s Government regard 
the 1921 convention of the Danube as still in force, 
until a new instrument is worked out by free nego- 
tiation and is accepted by all the powers concerned. 
Furthermore, the Governments of Belgium and 
Greece, which were also signatories of the existing 


{Translation] 


At the Paris conference, just as in New York 
in 1946, the principles of freedom of navigation 
on the Danube and of equality of treatment for 
all flags, which principles were written into the 
previous conventions, were solemnly reaffirmed. 

At the Danube conference, convened following 
the resolution of the Council of Foreign Ministers, 
the position of the Government of the French 
Republic has been clearly defined. 

Resolved to admit the changes which had oc- 
curred in the course of these last years in the 
political and economic structure of the Danube 
basin, France intended to cooperate without 
mental reservation in the elaboration of a new con- 
vention which, inspired by the two-fold principle 
of the sovereignty of states and of their inter- 
dependence, would insure, between the Danube 
countries and the other nations, normal exchanges 
by means of the Danube. 

But, legitimately anxious to take into considera- 
tion a past which a mere vote cannot efface, France 
did not conceive that the great principles in the 
convention of 1921 could disappear and that the 
convention itself could lose its force without the 
approval of all the signatories. 

Finally, she could not forget the contribution 
which she had made to the improvement of naviga- 
tion on the river or the duties which derive for her, 
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convention, have asked His Majesty’s Government 
to point out on their behalf that these two Govern- 
ments reserve their rights in this matter. The 
Government of Italy, which was not only a signa- 
tory of the 1921 convention, but was also a mem- 
ber of both the European and International Com- 
missions, has similarly asked that a statement be 
made that the Italian Government also reserves 
its rights. 

His Majesty’s Government must therefore 
state categorically that they cannot recognize any 
new Danube convention which claims to place cer- 
tain users of the Danube in a monopolistic posi- 
tion, nor any convention which denies to nonri- 
parian powers with major commercial interests 
in that waterway any voice in the commission 
which is to be responsible for its administration. 


in regard to her nationals, from commitments 
undertaken in the past. She was determined to 
cooperate, in the spirit of the Charter of the United 
Nations, with the nations which in Paris in 1947 
had signed the peace treaties drawn up by the 
Allied Powers. In short, she was aiming at a 
work of general collaboration. 

Now, if the convention which has just been 
drawn up does again assert the principle of free- 
dom of navigation on the Danube, this draft none- 
theless contains provisions which remove from this 
principle any practical scope. Lacking the neces- 
sary guaranties, this essential principle is 
impotent. 

In fact, the entire convention was drawn up by 
a single delegation and voted by a docile majority, 
without it being at any time possible for the minor- 
ity to bring back to these deserted principles a 
text considered as unchangeable, in the opinion of 
certain delegates, from the moment it was pre- 
sented. Therefore, there has been in fact no free- 
dom of discussion. 

The statement made by the French Delegation 
regarding the convention of 1921 was here termed 
an ultimatum; however, whatever may be said, it 
was based upon respect for international law. 

If there could be any question of ultimatum, it 
is not among us that constraint should be looked 
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for. It is precisely because she cannot, by her 
respect for law, accept any will whatsoever im- 
posed by dictate that France cannot subscribe to 
a convention which was so obviously imposed. 

If, despite repeated warnings by the minority, 
the convention should enter into force, there 
would soon result therefrom an inextricable situ- 
ation. To avoid this extremity the French Dele- 
gation considers there is only one means: to refer 
the question to the Council of Foreign Ministers. 
Only that organization is capable of dispelling the 
misunderstanding which has so gravely compro- 
mised our labors. 

In the name of the Government of the French 
Republic, I state that France cannot subscribe to 
the convention drawn up by the Danube conference 
which opened in Belgrade on July 30, 1948. This 
document has not been established in conformity 
with the decisions of the Paris conference, as they 
appear in the peace treaties signed by Bulgaria, 
Hungary, and Rumania. Neither is it in con- 
formity with the spirit of the resolutions of the 
Council of Foreign Ministers, which met in New 


York in 1946. It is inspired neither by the text 
nor the spirit of the Charter of the United Nations 
Organization, which prescribes the development 
of international cooperation and progress of inter- 
national law. 

For these reasons, the French Delegation will 
not take part in the vote. Faithful to the state- 
ment made by her representative in New York in 
1946, which no one could fail to know, the French 
Government considers that the convention of 1921 
will hold its validity as long as all the signatory 
states have not given their position on the new 
convention. 

For the same reason, the French Government re- 
serves all rights and credits which are guaranteed 
to it by the convention of 1921 and by previous 
and subsequent agreements concluded with the 
Danube states. The day when the exigencies of 
politics win out over respect for law, the door is 
open to manipulation. France, without reserve, 
ready for international cooperation, cannot com- 
promise with what is dictated both by the dignity 
of her past and by the great hopes of her present. 


Statement by Austrian Ambassador Felix Orsini Rosenberg 


{Translation] 
Mr. CuarrMan, Lapres AND GENTLEMEN : 


I should like only to explain in a few words the 
position of the Austrian Delegation to the Danu- 
bian conference: In its statement of July 31, the 
Austrian Delegation clearly declared that Aus- 
trian participation in this conference under the 
present circumstances could in no wise mean that 
it would accept a possible agreement concluded by 
this conference, but rather that the Federal Gov- 
ernment of Austria reserves the right to state 
its position at a later date with respect to a conven- 
tion drawn up without its delegates being able to 
collaborate on an equal footing with the other 
participants. 

In the same declaration, the Austrian Delegation 
took the liberty of calling the attention of the con- 
ference to the fact that the Danube, one of the prin- 
cipal arteries of Europe, was an eminent factor for 
the enlargement of world commerce, a factor the 
importance of which by far surpasses the Danube 
basin. Now the Austrian Delegation regrets to 
state that it did not see realised, through the de- 


508 


cisions of the conference, the fundamental prin- 
ciples enumerated in its initial declaration. For 
this reason the Austrian Delegation fears that its 
decisions, on the contrary, may considerably 
weaken commercial relations between the countries 
of the Danube basin and world economy, as well 
as diminish the importance of the Danube as an 
international waterway in favor of a territorial 
principle which perhaps is too finely defined. 

The Austrian Delegation had the hope that a 
large agency could have been created at this con- 
ference in which all those who proved their interest 
in free navigation on the Danube could be repre- 
sented, at the same time safeguarding the natural 
rights of the riparian states. 

In this report, the Austrian Delegation must set 
forth the regrettable fact that our desire to re- 
establish free navigation in the Danube basin and 
the re-establishment of traffic even between neigh- 
boring countries, have been branded by some ri- 
parian states as “penetration” or “infiltration”. 
Since these purposes have been attributed to Aus- 
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tria, we must, and this in the interest of good rela- 
tions between the Danubian states, refute this 
allegation. 

The Austrian Delegation came to Belgrade in 
hopes that it would have been possible to reconcile 
the various elements provided by each delegation 
an organic whole. However, it was faced with a 
well-defined draft, a draft to which the majority 
of the members of this conference had from the 
first expressed their complete adherence. Under 
these conditions it seemed useless to us to prolong 
the length of the debates by arguments which could 
not have influenced the decisions. 

Austria, having been prevented from taking a 
part in this conference on a footing of equality for 
purely formal reasons, will not be able to consider 
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the draft and its conclusions until it acquires the 
well-founded right of supporting its arguments 
by the exercise of its effective vote. It is thus evi- 
dent that a convention which was not signed and 
ratified by Austria cannot be considered as valid 
in that country ; consequently, the Federal Govern- 
ment of Austria reserves all its rights in respect of 
the decisions taken by this conference. 

Before leaving the capital of the country which 
was good enough to give us its hospitality, the Aus- 
trian Delegation wishes to express its compliments 
to the Government of the Federal People’s Repub- 
lic of Yugoslavia for the perfect organization of 
this conference and its appreciation for everything 
that it was so kind as to do to facilitate the task of 
our Delegation. 


ANNEX IV. RESERVATIONS OF STATES PARTIES TO THE 1921 CONVENTION SUBMITTED 
TO THE DANUBE CONFERENCE 


The Greek Charge d°’Affaires to the Secretary General, August 11, 1948 


[Translation] 


ROYAL LEGATION OF GREECE 
No. 2264 
Berarape, August 11, 1948 


Urgent 
Mr. SECRETARY GENERAL: 

His Excellency, Mr. Vyshinski, Chairman of the Soviet 
Delegation to the Danube Conference, in his speech of 
Saturday, August 7, alleged that the Greek Delegation 
to the Paris Conference of 1946 had, by its vote on para- 
graph 2 of the draft no. 34 of the peace treaty with 
Rumania, accepted the composition of the Danube Con- 
ference now meeting in Belgrade. 

By order of my government, and in its name, I have the 
honor to inform you that the aforementioned allegations 
of His Excellency, Mr. Vyshinski, do not correspond to 
the facts; quite to the contrary, the Greek Delegation, as 
early as September 1946, deposited before the Economic 
Commission of the Paris Conference a statement relative 
to the said draft no. 34, statement which was inserted 


in the minutes of the Conference and in which it (the 
Greek Delegation) specifically reserved all the rights of 
Greece deriving from the Convention of 1921, insofar as 
concerned the proposal to convene a conference within 
six months to draw up a definite Danube statute. In 
view of this explicit reservation which unquestionably 
concerned the right of Greece to participate in the con- 
ference in question, a right deriving from the Convention 
of 1921, further in view of the fact that this reservation 
was also repeated by the Greek Delegation during the dis- 
cussion of the pertinent article in plenary session as well 
as in the discussions of the other peace treaties, the vote 
of the Greek Delegation mentioned by Mr. Vyshinski could 
refer only to the principle of convening a conference, 
without in any way prejudicing the question as to what 
states should participate in the Conference. 
Please accept [etc.] 
G. D. CaLouTsIs 
Chargé d’ Affaires of Greece, a.i. 


The Greek Royal Legation to the American Delegation, August 13, 1948 


ROYAL LEGATION OF GREECE 
No. 2281 bis 


The Royal Legation of Greece presents its compliments 
to the Delegation of the United States of America and 
has the honor to transmit herewith a copy of an aide- 
memoire by the Greek Government which was transmitted 
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to the General Secretariat of the Conference, in order 
that it may be presented to the Conference, 
BeEtgrabde, August 13, 1948 
[SEAL] 
DELEGATION OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
TO THE DANUBE CONFERENCE, 
Belgrade. 
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KINGDOM OF GREECE 
MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS 
Aide-Mémoire 

The declaration of the Four Powers made on December 
12, 1946, at the time of the session of the Council of Foreign 
Ministers in New York in November and December of 1946, 
envisaged the reunion of a conference intended to elaborate 
a new convention regarding the regime of navigation on 
the Danube. 

In the terms of this declaration, there were to partici- 
pate in this conference the Danube states on the one hand, 
and the three great non-riparian powers on the other. 
Greece was thus excluded from the list of participating 
states, and since that time she has not been invited to 
take part in the work of the conference which has just 
met in Belgrade to elaborate the Danube statute. 

Such an exclusion of Greece could not, however, be 
justified either in fact or in law. Both because of the 
numerous interests which Greece has always had in the 
Danube and by virtue of the Convention of 1921, governing 
the legal statute of this river, Greece should have been 
included among the powers invited to participate in the 
conference. 

The purpose of the present aide-mémoire is to call the 
attention of the Conference, not only to Greece’s interests 
in the Danube, which have thus been disregarded, but also 
to the legal irregularity committed to her detriment. 


1. The interests of Greece in the Danube. 


The interests of Greece in the Danube have always been 
considerable and varied. They are especially illustrated 
by the size of the Greek river fleet, which on the eve 
of the war of 1914, totaled 606 vessels. Important Greek 
colonies, certain of them more than secular, existed on the 
eve of the last war in the principal towns of the Danube, 
contributing their share to the economic development of 
the country where they were settled. 

This is not the place to describe the activity of these 
Greek communities or the numerous historical and cul- 
tural ties which attach Greece to this great river along 
its entire length. 

We shall confine ourselves to taking up the interests of 
Greece at the present time concerning navigation on the 
Danube. 

On the eve of the last war, the Greek merchant marine 
played a major role in traffic, both on the fluvial and the 
maritime Danube. 

In regard to fluvial traffic, a considerable fleet flying 
the Greek flag sailed continuously on the Danube, mainly 
between the Iron Gates and the Port of Sulina. 

This fleet was composed of 41 lighters, 35 tugs, 7 elevator 
ships and 7 miscellaneous vessels, or a total of 90 ships 
inscribed on the register of the Consulate of Greece in 
Braila. To these vessels must be added 34 lighters and 
two tugs belonging to Greek subjects but flying the Ru- 
manian flag. 

If the Greek river fleet, thus comprising 126 vessels, 
played an important role, the Greek high seas fleet was 
constantly foremost as regards transportation on the mari- 
time Danube, as appears from the following table, which 
indicates the participation of various flags in the move- 
ment in Danube ports from 1930 to 1939: 
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TABLE 


Flag No. of Seagoing Vessels Tonnage 
Registered tons 
3, 445, 540 
2, 942, 562 
1, 768, 285 
1, 484, 298 


Greece 1, 785 
Italy 1, 045 
Rumania 617 
Great Britain 604 


The general total of movement in Danube ports during 
the same period was 5,487 vessels and 12,606,497 tons. 

The major role of the Greek flag on the Danube is 
further reflected in the following table, which indicates 
the totals which various flags paid as fees to the European 
Commission during the period from 1919 to 1939: 


TABLE 
Flag Amount in Gold Francs Percentage 
Greece 24, 838, 000 23.0 
Britain 20, 230, 000 20.0 
Italy 16, 092, 000 16.0 
Rumania 9, 830, 000 9.6 
France 3, 839, 000 3.7 
Others 27, 211, 000 28.7 


On the other hand, it should be noted that the average 
total of fees paid per ton by the Greek flag was far greater 
than the same total paid by other flags. Thus, in 1937 
ships of various nations paid the following average fees 
per ton: 


TABLE 


Greece 3. 34 gold francs 
Germany 2. 79 gold francs 
Great Britain 2. 61 gold franes 
Italy 2. 27 gold francs 
Rumania 1. 65 gold francs 


As appears from the foregoing table, the Greek flag 
paid far greater fees than any other flag, because Greek 
ships, more often than not, did not benefit from certain 
discriminations in her favor, established by the navi- 
gation fee tariffs. 

The foregoing figures, taken from the official publica- 
tions of the European Danube Commission, require no 
commentary. They show that during the entire pre-war 
period Greece was foremost in maritime movement in 
the Danube ports, effecting herself almost one-fourth 
of the entire maritime traffic and occupying one of the 
first places insofar as fluvial traffic is concerned. 

The interests of Greece, however, are not limited to 
fluvial and maritime traffic. They are likewise of a 
more general nature. 

Long before the second war, there had arisen the prob- 
lem of rail connection across the Danube, between the 
countries of the North of Europe and those of the South- 
east, so as to establish direct communication between 
the Balkan and Aegean Seas. 

This connection was to have been accomplished by the 
construction of a bridge across the Danube between 
Rumania and Bulgaria, as well as by joining the railway 
networks of Greece and Bulgaria. Unfortunately neither 
of these two projects has been accomplished as yet. 

As appears from the communique published on the 
occasion of the signature, on January 18, 1948, of the pact 
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of friendship, collaboration and mutual assistance be- 
tween Rumania and Bulgaria, the two governments agreed 
that the bridge across the Danube connecting the two 
countries would be constructed in the sector of Corabia, 
on the Rumanian side, and Ghighen, on the Bulgarian side, 
and that all measures would be taken with a view to com- 
mencing the preparatory work for the construction of the 
bridge in question. 

On the other hand, the Royal Greek Government, con- 
vinced that the connecting of the Greek and Bulgarian 
railway networks would have profited the national economy 
of both countries, submitted, at the time of the Paris Con- 
ference of 1946, an amendment to article 28 of the draft 
peace treaty with Bulgaria, to the effect that Bulgaria 
should undertake to establish, at a frontier point to be 
determined, a liaison of her railways with those of Greece 
on the normal-gauge line which connects Sofia and Salo- 
nika, through the Valley of Strymon and Siderocastro. 

In another amendment to article 32 of the same draft 
peace treaty, Bulgaria was to pledge to cede to Greece, 
within three months from the date of entry into force of 
the treaty, a free zone on the Danube in the Port of Lom, 
for the use of transit trade. 

Neither of these two amendments was finally inserted 
in the text of the treaty. 

There is no need to insist on the result which would 
have been derived, for Greek national economy and for 
that of the countries of eastern Europe, from a direct 
rail connection between the Balkan and the Aegean Seas. 

The profit which would have resulted therefrom fully 
justifies the interest which the Royal Greek Government 
attaches to that question, as well as to the more general 
question of the future statute of the Danube. 


II. The right of Greece to participate in the drawing up 
of the Danube Statute. 


On July 23, 1921, there was signed at Paris, following 
the conference in which all the interested states had 
taken part, an international act known under the name 
of “Definitive Danube Statute”. Greece was among the 
signatories to that convention. 

The Belgrade Conference is to elaborate a new Danube 
Statute. Now, a revision of the definitive statute of 1921 
is inconceivable without the participation of the approval 
of all the states signatory to that convention. 

This participation and this approval are all the more 
indispensable because article 42 of the statute in question 
explicitly provides for revisions, which cannot be 
effected except by a conference of all states signatory 
to the convention of 1921. 

It should be added that the Economic and Social Council 
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of the United Nations Organization, before which, in 
October, 1946, was laid a proposal tending toward the 
convocation of an international conference responsible for 
dealing with the regime of navigation on the Danube, had 
explicitly included Greece among the participating states. 
It is difficult to conceive why the convocation of Greece, 
judged necessary by the Economic and Social Council in 
October, 1946, was considered unjustified two months 
later. 

Indeed, it appears untenable that the statute on navi- 
gation on the Danube can be settled without the par- 
ticipation of the state which is one of those most inter- 
ested in the matter and which has legal rights to such 
participation. 

The aforementioned declaration of December 12, 1946, 
provides, in addition to the participation of the great 
powers, the participation of the Danubian States, to the 
exclusion of non-riparian states having interests in the 
Danube. 

The adoption of a purely geographic criterion in deter- 
mining the participating states could not in any way be 
justified. It is evident that the question of the statute of 
navigation on the Danube is not a question of a geographic 
nature, but principally a question of an economic nature. 

The powers invited to participate in the drawing up of 
this statute could not be only those, which by their geo- 
graphic position, are situated on the banks of the Danube, 
but also those which, because of their economic activity, 
have interests in this river. 

To wish to exclude from the drawing up of the Danube 
statute a state which is the principal user of this water- 
way would be to infringe not only the material interest 
and the unprescriptable rights which Greece possesses in 
this respect, but also the principle of peaceful collabora- 
tion between nations, with a view to the promotion of 
their common interests. 

If the foregoing considerations argue in favor of the 
participation of Greece in the Belgrade Conference, they 
no less support her right to be a member of the European 
Commission or of the new commission which might pos- 
sibly be established to supervise navigation on the Danube. 

On the basis of this right, Greece requests, by the 
present aide-memoire, to participate in the said commis- 
sion. 

In case the request of Greece for admission to the con- 
ference alongside the other invited states should not 
finally be accepted, the Royal Greek Government, as a 
party to the Paris Convention of July 23, 1921, would be 
obliged to formulate its most explicit reservations regard- 
ing the decisions which the Belgrade Conference might 
make concerning navigation on the Danube. 
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(Translation] 


LEGATION OF ITALY 
BELGRADE 
1545 
To the General Secretariat of the Danube Conference 
Belgrade 
In accordance with instructions from, and in the name 
of, my Government, I have the honor to transmit to you 
the attached memorandum, asking that you be so good 
as to bring it to the knowledge of all delegations partici- 
pating in the Danube Conference. 
Please accept [ete.] 
BELGRADE, August 13, 1948. 
MINISTER OF ITALY 
Attachment: 1 


Memorandum 


The Italian Government has followed with the closest 
attention the work of the Danube Conference which opened 
in Belgrade on July 30. 

In the course of this work, principles have been set and 
points of view exposed which have even been given con- 
crete form as draft conventions and deliberations (regard- 
ing the validity and force of the Convention of 1921, the 
composition of the future Danube Commission, credits to 
the European Danube Commission, and other subjects) 
which are in contrast to the rights and interests of Italy. 

The Italian Government, with the intention of con- 
tributing to the supreme cause of that international soli- 
darity which today represents the only guarantee of peace, 
is obliged to notify the Secretariat of the Danube Confer- 
ence of the following in order that it may inform all the 
participating Delegations thereof: 


1) Italy, as the Kingdom of Sardinia, participated in 
the founding of the European Danube Commission in 1856, 
and she has remained in that organization constantly 
and continuously since that time. Furthermore, Italy 
has, up to now, participated in the International Danube 
Commission. 

2) The right of this participation is closely bound to, 
and logically derives from, the interest which Italy has 
always had in the Danube and her work of economic and 
commercial collaboration with all the riparian states of 
this international river. 

Italian traffic on the Danube has always had a tradi- 
tional importance, with a very considerable percentage 
vis-a-vis other flags navigating on the Danube. 

In this regard, a statistical summary concerning the 


The Italian Minister to the General Secretariat, August 13, 1948 


absolute and comparative volume of Italian traffic on the 
Danube during the period 1930-1939 suffices : 


1930 Tons 434,255—21.7% of the total traffic 


1931 “  285,088—18.35% “ “ ” 
1932 “  281,524—21.29% “ “ 7 vr’ 
1933 “ 814,427—21.75% “ “ ” 
1934 “ 255,002—25.12% “ “ "7 _ 
1935 “ — 178,550—22.21% “ “ 2 = 
1936 “$25,153 —25.11% “ “ a - 
1937 “ — 882,899—27.56% “ “ = = 
1938 “ —192,011—20.71% “ “ . = 
1939 “ — 343,708—33.14% “ “ - 2 


Thus, there is reached, in this one period, an annual 
total corresponding to 23.34% of the total traffic on the 
Danube. 

3) Italy, furthermore, has considerable financial inter- 
ests in the question. Her credits in the European Danube 
Commission alone total more than 952,000 gold francs. 

For these reasons Italy, evoking her unquestionable 
interests and as a power signatory to the Convention of 
1921, at present in force, reserves for herself all rights 
deriving from this Convention. To this end, the Italian 
Government has the honor to point out: 


a) that it is a fundamental principle of international 
law that a convention between states can neither be abro- 
gated or modified without the consent of all contracting 
parties ; 

b) that the decisions taken by the Council of Four 
Foreign Ministers in December 1946 regarding the con- 
vening, the composition and the objectives of the Danube 
Conference can be considered by Italy only as “res inter 
alies acta’; they can not, therefore, stand against her, 
and even less can they deprive Italy of the rights devolv- 
ing upon her as a power signatory to international acts 
concerning the Danube; 

c) that the peace treaty with Italy contains no clause 
which implies renunciation of these rights or which fails 
to recognize the interest of Italy to participate in the reg- 
ulation of navigation on an international river such as 
the Danube. 


The Italian Government, in bringing the present mem- 
orandum to the cognizance of the powers sitting at the 
Conference, which memorandum is intended to remind 
them of the interests of Italy and to safeguard the in- 
contestable rights of Italy, is convinced it is performing 
a fruitful act of international collaboration, particularly 
between the East and West of Europe, whose economic 
and commercial integration is the reciprocal guarantee 
of prosperity and consequently of peace. 
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The Belgian Minister to the General Secretariat, August 13, 1948 


{(Translation] 

LEGATION OF BELGIUM 
No. 1655 

1 attachment. 

The Minister of Belgium in Belgrade presents his com- 
pliments to the General Secretariat of the Danube Con- 
ference and, by order of his Government, has the honor 
to ask it to be good enough to bring the text of the 
attached memorandum to the knowledge of the repre- 
sentatives of the various delegations represented in the 
Conference. 

With thanks in advance, the Minister of Belgium begs 
the General Secretariat to accept [ete.] 

BELGRADE, August 13, 1948. 

GENERAL SECRETARIAT OF THE 

DANUBE CONFERENCE, 

Belgrade. 


[Translation] 


Memorandum 


As signatory to the Convention of July 23, 1921, Belgium 
has not failed to follow with the closest attention the 
work of the Danube Conference, which opened in Belgrade 
on July 30, 1948. 
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As signatory to the Convention of 1921, Belgium could 
have demanded to participate in the revision of this Con- 
vention. The fact that she did not insist upon this right 
does not mean that she is not interested in the questions 
which are being discussed there. On the contrary, she 
remains bound to the principles of freedom of navigation 
on the Danube and to the principle of equality and non- 
discrimination as regards treatment of ships and of the 
goods they carry. In addition, based on the fundamental 
principle of international law that a convention between 
states can be neither abrogated nor modified without the 
consent of all the contracting parties, Belgium could right- 
fully have expected to be called to sit at this Conference. 

In fact, certain great powers, in particular Great Britain 
and France, in defending the same principle, proposed 
that Belgium be admitted to sit together with the other 
nations signatories to the Convention of 1921. 

Inasmuch as this proposal was not accepted, the Bel- 
gian Government, as party to the Convention of 1921, is 
obliged to formulate its most explicit and complete reser- 
vations in regard to the decisions which the Belgrade 
Conference might make, both regarding navigation on 
the Danube and regarding Belgian property and interests 
directly or indirectly [committed] and deriving from the 
Danube regime. 

BeEteRaDE, August 15, 1948 








U. N. doc. S$/1042 
Oct. 18, 1948 

1. I have the honour to submit this report to the 
Secretary-General for urgent transmission to the 
President of the Security Council in view of the 
serious fighting which has been taking place in the 
Negeb sector of Palestine during the past three 
days. In submitting the report at this time, as 
an emergency measure, it is my hope that prompt 
intervention by the Security Council will result 
in an immediate cessation of fighting as the in- 
dispensable prerequisite for restoring to normal 
the situation in the Negeb. 


Reports of Military Activity 

2. The United Nations Chief of Staff of the 
Truce Supervision at Haifa was informed on 15 
October through the United Nations Observers in 
Gaza of complaints by the Egyptian army com- 
mander as follows: 


(a) that on 14 October at 2300 hours GMT 
Israeli forces broke through Egyptian lines 4 km. 
east of Al Majdal with about fifty armoured cars, 
and that this force has penetrated 8 km. south- 
east of the break-through point by 0400 hours 
GMT 15 October ; 

(6) that on 15 October at 0400 hours GMT 
Israeli forces launched an attack south from 
Karatiya with three armoured cars; 

(c) that on 15 October at 2130 hours GMT 
Israeli forces attacked Beit Hanun on the Gaza- 
Majdal road; 


3. On 15 October 1948, the Acting Foreign Min- 
ister of Egypt addressed a cable to the President 
of the Security Council (S/1038) complaining of 
a series of aerial attacks by Israeli planes on Egyp- 
tian positions in the Negeb beginning early in the 


*For additional material on the Palestine question see 
the Department of State Bulletin of July 4, July 25, Aug. 
1, Aug. 8, Aug. 29, Sept. 5, Sept. 26, Oct. 3, Oct. 24, Nov. 14, 
Nov. 21, and Nov. 28, 1948. 
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morning of 15 October. On 16 October a further 
cable was received from the Acting Foreign Min- 
ister of Egypt addressed to the President of the 
Security Council (S/1041) complaining of re- 
newed aerial attacks by Israeli forces and also of 
a land attack south of Karatiya. 

4. The following complaints were received 
from Israeli sources: 

(a) on 15 October at 1400 hours GMT the 
Israeli Liaison Officer at Haifa reported to the 
Truce Supervision Headquarters at Haifa by 
telephoning that Egyptian planes were attack- 
ing Jewish trucks in the Negeb; 

(6) on 16 October at 0655 GMT the Senior 
United Nations Military Observer in Tel Aviv 
reported that the Israeli authorities had informed 
him that heavy fighting was proceeding in the 
Negeb and that Egyptian forces were attacking 
in the Karatiya area. 

5. The reports of the United Nations Military 
Observers with the Egyptian forces in the Gaza 
area substantiate that there have been widespread 
attacks on Egyptian positions by Israeli land and 
air forces in the Negeb during 15 and 16 October, 
including heavy shelling and aerial bombing of 
Gaza. 


Requests for Cease-Fire 

6. On 16 October the United Nations Chief of 
Staff of the Truce Supervision addressed a com- 
munication to the Egyptian and Israeli military 
authorities through the United Nations represent- 
atives at Gaza and Tel Aviv, stating that the 
“present military operations in the Negeb are a 
grave breach of the truce. All parties must cease 
fire and stop air operations by 1400 hours GMT 
today. Military forces must return to 1200 GMT 
14 October positions under supervision UN 
Observers”. 

7. In replying to this request both sides set con- 
ditions for their compliance. 
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(a) The following is the text of the reply of 
the Provisional Government of Israel, described 
as a “preliminary observation” : 


“In view of the continuous Egyptian attacks by 
land and from the air against Jewish settlement 
positions and communications in the Negeb, and 
of the obstinate refusal of the Egyptian authori- 
ties to honor the Central Truce Supervision Board 
decision in case No. 12, culminating in an all out 
attack on the Israeli convoy travelling on the 
Karatiya road on October 15 within the time pre- 
scribed in that decision, the Provisional Govern- 
ment of Israel cannot see its way to ordering a 
suspension of operations in the area concerned 
until it obtains full guarantee from the Chief of 
Staff that the passage of traffic to and from the 
Negeb will be allowed by the Egyptians unmo- 
lested and that all further Egyptian attacks 
against Jewish settlement positions and communi- 
cations will cease”. 


(6) The following is the text of the Egyptian 
reply to the Chief of Staff communication concern- 
ing the cease fire, given by the Egyptian General 
Officer Commanding to the Senior United Nations 
Military Observer, Gaza: 


“Egyptian positions are submitted to continu- 
ous and dangerous attacks. Egyptians are merely 
defending themselves. Firing will cease on both 
sides if Jewish forces withdraw to their original 
positions and cease firing and bombing”. 


8. In an effort to bring an immediate end to the 
present fighting for the purpose of negotiating a 
settlement of the major outstanding truce prob- 
lems in this area, the following question was ad- 
dressed by me on 17 October to the Government of 
Egypt and to the Provisional Government of 
Israel : 


“Is [your] Government ready to order im- 
mediate unconditional cease fire for four days in 
order to provide time in which to settle peacefully 
basic difficulties which have arisen between Egypt 
and Israel regarding truce observance in Negeb? 
It is proposed that both sides should send repre- 
sentatives to neutral place, which might be Gov- 
ernment House in Jerusalem. If this proposal is 
not agreed to, negotiations would be carried out 
through Acting Mediator’s representatives in 
Cairo and Tel Aviv, Acting Mediator’s Head- 
quarters Haifa [sic] acting as intermediary”. 
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Background of the Outbreak 

9. The present outbreak of fighting in the Negeb 
is largely due to the failure of both sides to accept 
the decision of the Central Truce Supervision 
Board approved by the late Mediator regarding 
the passing of supply convoys in the Karatiya 
area. This decision (case No. 12), attached here- 
to as Annex I, stipulated that within defined 
periods each day and subject to the conditions set 
forth in the decision, both parties should use the 
cross roads lying between Hatta and Karatiya for 
the passage of such supplies as were permitted 
under the conditions of the truce. The convoys 
were to be subject to United Nations supervision. 
An integral part of the decision precluded the 
Provisional Government of Israel from supplying 
its forces in outlying settlements by air except in 
the case of settlements without road communica- 
tions and then only under United Nations super- 
vision. Reference to this vital part of the de- 
cision, with which the Israeli authorities have thus 
far failed to comply, was omitted from paragraph 
2 of the letter dated 8 October addressed to the 
Secretary-General by the representative of the 
Provisional Government of Israel concerning al- 
leged violations of the truce by Arab forces, and 
circulated to the Security Council as document 
S/1030. 

10. Persistent efforts by the United Nations 
Truce Supervision Organization to implement this 
decision, communicated by the late Mediator to 
the two Governments on 15 September 1948, have 
failed. The Egyptian Government refused to per- 
mit the Israeli convoys to pass until the supply of 
Jewish settlements by air was stopped, while the 
Provisional Government of Israel refused to stop 
the aerial convoys or submit them to United 
Nations supervision until the Egyptians permitted 
the land convoys through. Thus an unreasonable 
impasse was created. 

11. In the letter refusing the Chief of Staff’s 
request for a cease fire in the Negeb on 16 October, 
Mr. Eban on behalf of the Provisional Govern- 
ment of Israel, stated that the refusal to accept 
the cease fire order is explained by “the continuous 
Egyptian attacks by land and from the air against 
Jewish settlement positions and communications 
in the Negeb, and of the obstinate refusal of the 
Egyptian authorities to honor the Central Truce 
Supervision Board decision in case No. 12, culmi- 
nating in an all-out attack on the Israeli convoy 
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travelling on the Karatiya road on October 15 
within the time prescribed in that decision .. .”. 

12. The failure, however, to implement the de- 
cision in case number 12, must be ascribed, in con- 
siderable measure, to the refusal of the Provisional 
Government of Israel to accept that part of the 
decision relating to the control of air supply to 
the Negeb settlements. For had this essential 
prior condition been fulfilled all legitimate Egyp- 
tian objections would have been removed. The 
point being that under the provisions of the de- 
cision no Israeli convoy was entitled to move 
through this area under any circumstances until 
there had been prior notification by Israeli au- 
thorities of the acceptance of the stipulated con- 
ditions regarding aerial convoys and in the absence 
of the required United Nations supervision. The 
Truce Supervision personnel had never been in 
position to inform the Egyptian authorities that 
these conditions had been met. The Egyptian 
Government, on its part, had informed the United 
Nations representative at Cairo that it considered 
case twelve as controversial and had accepted 
neither this case nor the Central Truce Board de- 
cision in case number eleven, concerning the vil- 
lages of Hatta and Karatiya. 

13. The Provisional Government of Israel has 
not only refused permission to United Nations 
Observers to enter many of the Israeli airfields, 
but has limited the movements of United Nations 
Military Observers to the Israeli positions on the 
Gaza front, making effective truce supervision in 
this area impossible. The Provisional Govern- 
ment of Israel has insisted on excluding United 
Nations Observers from its airfields until such 
Observers have been placed on all Arab airfields 
indicated in an exhaustive list presented after a 
long delay. 

14. On 30 September 1948, Colonel Baruch of 
the Israeli General Staff addressed a letter to the 
United Nations Chief of Staff on the subject of 
the movement of United Nations Observers to the 
southern front, in which he stated: 


“Now that the truce lines in Tel Aviv Northern 
and Southern areas are already settled, we are of 
opinion that observers’ visits to the fronts should 
be much more seldom. Experience has taught us, 
I regret to say it, that these visits are futile and 
entail only a waste of time and gasoline, the use 
of which is restricted”. 

Colonel Baruch’s position on this matter was re- 
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jected by the Chief of Staff of the Truce Super- 
vision Organization in his reply of 4 October. 

15. On 11 October Brigadier Yadin of the Is- 
raeli Defence Force informed the Senior Military 
Observer in Tel Aviv that the Israeli Defence 
Force would not permit the establishment of a per- 
manent Observation post in the southern sector 
at least until they received satisfactory Egyptian 
answer on the convoy problem. This statement 
was confirmed in a written statement addressed to 
the Chief of Staff on 14 October from Captain 
Harakabi on behalf of Colonel Baruch. This re- 
ply is as follows: 


“T am instructed by Chief of General Staff 
Branch in pursuance of your conversation with 
him on Monday, 11 October at Foreign Office, to 
inform you that he regrets that he cannot, for time 
being, sanction the posting of two UN Military 
Observers at Karatiya. 

“We understand that these Observers specific 
jobs would have been control of traffic by us and 
by Egyptians as specified in CTSB decision Num- 
ber 12 of 11 September. 

“So long as this decision has not been put into 
effect, we fail to realize the necessity for such a 
posting. Occurrence of last Saturday, 9 October, 
when UN Observers in jeep flying no fewer than 
three large white flags accompanied by Israeli 
Liaison Officer in clear view of Egyptians were 
heavily attacked by anti-tank cannon fire in vi- 
cinity of Karatiya is portent of Egyptian disre- 
gard of Observers presence in area”. 


16. In view of this attitude on the part of the 
Israeli authorities, it was a matter of serious con- 
cern that the United Nations Chief of Staff of the 
Truce Supervision should receive notice of the in- 
tentions of the Israeli authorities to send a convoy 
through at Karatiya without any possibility of 
United Nations supervision as required by the 
Central Truce Board decision in case number 
twelve. On 15 October the United Nations Chief 
of Staff of the Truce Supervision received a letter 
from Colonel Baruch dated 14 October as follows: 


“On 11 September 1948 the Central Truce Su- 
pervision Board pronounced its decision on the 
Karatiya Road (Case Number 12) which was sub- 
sequently approved on 15 September by the late 
Count Bernadotte. Although more than a month 
has elapsed since then, no Egyptian reply has been 
published. 
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“Tn principle this decision was the confirmation 
of the decision made by General Lundstrom on 18 
August. We have repeatedly urged that the Egyp- 
tians must finally be made to signify their accept- 
ance or rejection of the decisions. In CTSB case 
Number 12 the UN Mission during these two 
months has apparently been unable to make any 
headway against Egyptian intransigence and an 
intolerable situation has been allowed to continue 
unrelieved. 

“T am accordingly directed by the Chief of Gen- 
eral Staff Branch to inform you that we shall 
tomorrow dispatch a convoy within the time limits 
stipulated by the CYSB decision. May I remind 
you in this connection that the Egyptians run their 
traffic for 24 hours a day in defiance of the UN de- 
cision which stipulates that their traffic be per- 
mitted for 6 hours a day only”. 


Cenelusions 


17. A serious breach of the truce is involved in 
the Negev outbreak as defined in the resolutions of 
the Security Council of 29 May, 15 July, and 19 
August. The resolution of 15 July ordered an 
indefinite cease fire, while the resolution of 19 
August specifically precludes acts of reprisal or 
retaliation. It would seem clear that the military 
action of the last few days has been on a scale which 
could only be undertaken after considerable prep- 
aration, and could scarcely be explained as simple 
retaliatory action for an attack on a convoy. 

18. The present situation in the Negev is compli- 
cated by the fluid nature of military dispositions 
making the demarcation of truce lines difficult, the 
problem of the convoys to the Jewish settlements, 
as well as the problems of the dislocation of large 
numbers of Arabs and their inability to harvest 
their crops. -In the circumstances, the indispen- 
sable condition to a restoration of the situation is 
an immediate and effective cease fire. After the 
cease fire, the following conditions might well be 
considered as the basis for further negotiations 
looking toward insurance that similar outbreaks 
will not again occur and that the truce will be 
fully observed in this area: 


(a) Withdrawal of both parties from any 
positions not occupied at the time of the outbreak. 
(6) Acceptance by both parties of the condi- 
tions set forth in the Central Truce Supervision 
Board decision number twelve affecting convoys. 
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(c) Agreement by both parties to undertake 
negotiation through United Nations intermedi- 
aries or directly as regards such problems in the 
Negev as the return to their lands of dislocated 
Arabs, the harvesting of crops, the evacuation of 
Jewish settlements held by Egyptian forces, and 
the permanent stationing of United Nations Ob- 
servers throughout the area. 


Ratrpx J. BuNcHE 
Acting United Nations 
Mediator on Palestine 
Paris, 18 October 1948 


ANNEX 1 
Central Truce Supervision Board 


OASE NO. 12 
NAME OF CASE: Supply Con- 
voys in El Faluja area. 
APPROVED 
Signed: F. Bernadotte 
COUNT FOLKE BERNADOTTE 
United Nations Mediator on 
Palestine 
14 September 1948 


1. Statement of facts 

The Hatta-Karatiya road (marked in red on 
the overlay contained in Annex I attached 
hereto”) provides a supply route between the 
Israeli-controlled territory to the north and Israeli 
settlements to the south, which settlements largely 
depend for their existence on being supplied with 
food from Israeli-controlled territory to the north. 
The El Majdal-El Faluja road (marked in blue 
on the above-mentioned overlay) provides a 
supply route between Egyptian-held positions. 

At the present time neither side is permitting the 
other to use these roads. The result has been that 
the Israeli forces have been obliged to supply the 
settlements to the south by air, and Egyptian 
forces have been obliged to route their supply col- 
umns along a dirt road (marked in green on the 
above-mentioned overlay), which will become im- 
passable once the rainy season commences. 

The Israeli forces have stated that they are pre- 
pared to permit passage of Egyptian convoys, pro- 
viding the Egyptian Army agrees to a reciprocal 
arrangement. 

The Egyptian Army has indicated that it has 
refused to consider any convoy systems until the 


? Not printed. 
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Israeli forces withdraw from the villages of Hatta 
and Karatiya (which are shown on the above- 
mentioned overlay), the Egyptian Army claim- 
ing that these villages were wrongfully occupied 
by the Israeli forces subsequent to the commence- 
ment of the second truce. 


2. Decision of the Board 
The Board decides: 


(1) That the Israeli forces shall be permitted 
to use the road marked in red on the above-men- 
tioned overlay, including the intersection of this 
road with the road marked in blue, without inter- 
ference from any Arab forces between the hours 
of 0300-0900 GMT daily, and at no other times, 
for the purpose of transporting supplies and per- 
sonnel permitted under the terms of the truce, to 
and from the Israeli settlements to the south. 

(2) That the Egyptian forces shall be per- 
mitted to use the road marked blue on the above- 
mentioned overlay, including the intersection of 
such road with the road marked red, without in- 
terference of any kind from the Israeli forces, be- 
tween the hours 1000-1600 GMT daily, and at no 


other times, for the purpose of transporting sup- 
plies and personnel permitted under the terms 
of the truce between El] Majdal and El Faluja. 

(3) That the Israeli forces shall cease forth- 
with supplying the Israeli settlements to the south 
by air except such settlements as are inaccessible 
by road. All flights made to and from any such 
settlements shall only be made under the super- 
vision of UN Military Observers. 

(4) That the implementing of these decisions 
shall be under the close supervision of United 
Nations Military Observers. 

(5) That it cannot accept the position taken 
by the Egyptian Army to the effect that the ques- 
tion of the use of supply routes in this area is not 
to be resolved until the withdrawal of Israeli 
forces from the villages of Hatta and Karatiya. 
The Board desires to draw the attention of the 
Egyptian Government in this connection to its 
decision in Case No. 11. 

Aacs Lunpstrom 
Major General of the Swedish Air Force 
Chief of Staff 
Dated this 11th day of September 1948 at Haifa. 


RESOLUTION ENDORSING CONCLUSIONS OF ACTING MEDIATOR’S REPORT 


U.N. doc. S/1044 
Oct. 19, 1948 


The present situation in the Negev is com- 
plicated by the fluid nature of military dispo- 
sitions making the demarcation of truce lines diffi- 
cult, the problem of the convoys to the Jewish 
settlements, as well as the problems of the dislo- 
cation of large numbers of Arabs and their in- 
ability to harvest their crops. In the circum- 
stances, the indispensable condition to a restora- 
tion of the situation is an immediate and effective 
cease fire. After the cease fire, the following con- 
ditions might well be considered as the basis for 


further negotiations looking toward insurance 
that similar outbreaks will not again occur and 
that the truce will be fully observed in this area: 
" (a) Withdrawal of both parties from any 
positions not occupied at the time of the outbreak; 
(6) Acceptance by both parties of the con- 
ditions set forth in the Central Truce Supervision 
Board decision number twelve affecting convoys; 
(c) Agreement by both parties to undertake 
negotiation through United Nations intermedi- 
aries or directly as regards outstanding problems 
in the Negev and the permanent stationing of 
United Nations Observers throughout the area. 
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REPLIES OF EGYPTIAN AND ISRAELI GOVERNMENTS 


Transmitted by the Acting Mediator to the President of the Security Council in Response to Resolution 
of October 19, 1948 


U.N. doc. §/1049 
Oct. 23, 1948 


Paris, 23 October 1948 


I have the honour to inform you that the fol- 
lowing replies have been received from the Egyp- 
tian Government and the Provisional Government 
of Israel in response to the Security Council reso- 
lution of 19 October and the communication sub- 
sequently addressed by me to both Governments 
fixing the time for a simultaneous cease-fire at 
12.00 noon GMT, Friday 22 October. 

The reply of the Egyptian Government trans- 
mitted through my representative in Cairo is as 
follows: 


“Received letter from Prime Minister advising 
‘orders have been issued to cease-fire on Egyp- 
tian lines from 2 p.m. Cairo Time today’ ”. 


The reply of the Provisional Government of 
Israel transmitted through my representative in 
Haifa is as follows: 


“In message sent to Haifa Headquarters for 
transmission to Bunche Provisional Government 
said that in conformity with Acting Mediator’s 
request it has ordered all its forces in Negeb to 
cease fire as of 12.00 GMT October 22”. 


Rar J. BuncHE 
Acting Mediator 


PRELIMINARY REPORT ON TRUCE OBSERVANCE 


The Acting Mediator to the Secretary-General, October 25, 1948 


U.N. doc. $/1055 
Oct. 25, 1948 


I have the honour to submit the following report 
for transmission to the President of the Security 
Council. 


I. The Negeb 


1. In accordance with the Security Council’s 
resolution of 19 October regarding the recent fight- 
ing in the Negeb, both sides accepted a cease-fire 
effective as from 1200 hours GMT, 22 October. 
The Chief of Staff of the Truce Supervision in- 
formed me by cable dispatched on 22 October that 
United Nations Senior Military Observers with 
the Egyptian army and in Tel Aviv, respectively, 
were instructed to give the area the widest coverage 
possible. The Chief of Staff has subsequently dis- 
patched to me a number of reports concerning the 
post-cease-fire situation in the Negeb, which are 
summarized as follows: 


2. On 23 October the Senior United Nations 
Military Observer at Gaza reported statements 
from Egyptian military authorities 
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(a) that on 23 October at 0955 hours GMT 
Jewish attacks continued in the vicinity of Beit 
Hanun and that Jewish forces were mining the 
Gaza-Majdal road; 

(6) that on 23 October at 1135 hours GMT, 
Jewish attacks were continuing in an area 8 kilo- 
meters southeast of El Faluja; 

(ce) that on the morning of 23 October, Jew- 
ish forces attacked and captured the villages of 
Beiraban, Zakariya, Ajur and Ed Dawayima, and 
positions in an area 8 kilometers southeast of El 
Faluja and Kh. Megrah Esh Sherif 6 kilometers 
northeast of Bir Asluj on the Beersheba road. 


3. Gaza Observers were unable to check on these 
allegations owing to the fact that the roads were 
blocked by the combatants. 

4. The representative of the Acting Mediator 
in Cairo reports that he was informed on 23 Oc- 
tober by the Egyptian military authorities that 
the Israeli forces had launched a “strong general 
offensive on the whole (Negeb) front” on the night 
of 22 October. He was also informed that on the 
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night of 22-23 October at 1130 hours “Jewish gun- 
boats sunk Egyptian cruiser King Farouk”. The 
Egyptian authorities stated that if the attacks did 
not cease effectively by 2000 hours (local time) 
they would consider themselves free to “take any 
necessary action for the defence of Egyptian forces 
and positions”. 

5. In a later message also sent on 23 October 
the representative of the Acting Mediator in Cairo 
reported that “having been informed General 
Riley expected in Negeb tomorrow Minister War 
agrees to postponement (of any action) in order 
to make possible peaceful settlement difficulties”. 

6. The following cable from the United Nations 
Chief of Staff of the Truce Supervision is the re- 
port of Tel Aviv Observer teams in the Negeb on 
22 to 23 October: 


“Following is report from Tel Aviv 
Observer teams in Negeb on 22-23 October. 22 
October: Deiraban evacuated by Egyptians and 
area quiet. Negeb generally quiet except for 
sporadic fire. (Observer) teams at Deiraban and 
in sector east of Julis Gaza road. 23 October: 
1215Z Israeli machine guns vicinity Beit Hanun 
fired on Egyptian trucks trying to escape from Al 
Majdal. Negeb area observed quiet otherwise. 
(Observer) teams on Julis Gaza road and to Beer- 
sheba. 24 October will be limited to two teams. 
One will be vicinity Beit Hanun. Teams are al- 
lowed to stay only during daylight hours and in 
predetermined locations”. 


7. On 24 October the Chief of Staff of the Truce 
Supervision met the General Officer Commanding 
the Egyptian Forces in Gaza and discussed with 
him the situation in the Negeb with a view to main- 
taining the cease-fire and settling outstanding dif- 
ferences. 

8. United Nations Observers who visited various 
parts of the Negeb front since 22 October, includ- 
ing a visit to Beersheba on 23 October, reported 
“only sporadic bursts of fire and no evidence of 
attacks”. Observations, however, were not com- 
plete since they were limited to daylight hours and 
to pre-determined places, and the teams were re- 
quired by the Israeli authorities to return to Tel 
Aviv before darkness. 

9. On 24 October all Observer teams from Tel 
Aviv were denied access to the Negeb and the 
southern front. A later message dispatched from 
Truce Supervision Headquarters late on 24 Oc- 


tober stated that the Israeli military authorities 
declared that this denial was an error and that 
Observers would be able to visit the Negeb on 25 
October. 

10. In his daily report of 24 October the Chief 
of Staff reported that the “Egyptian corvette King 
Farouk was sunk at about 221930Z by attack of 
Jewish explosive laden motorboat”. 

11. On 25 October the representative of the 
Acting Mediator in Cairo informed me that he 
had received the following message from the 
Prime Minister of Egypt: 


“1. Jews still attacking Egyptian forces at Beit 
Gibrin and Beit Hanoun and other places. 2. 
Since Egyptian Government issued cease-fire or- 
der which was carried out, Jews have seized op- 
portunity to advance and from strategic positions 
command the road Magdal-Beit Gibrin-Khalil. 
3. We received message from Egyptian officer 
commanding troops saying that Jews in spite of 
General Riley’s decision have refused to with- 
draw to October 14th positions. 4. Five Jewish 
gunboats appeared before Gaza and Nagdal men- 
acing Egyptian positions there. These must be 
commanded to withdraw immediately. 5. Un- 
less Mediator orders Jews to cease fire and return 
to October 14th positions in order to secure safety 
our roads, the Egyptian Government will be 
forced to secure these roads within twenty-four 
hours of receipt of this message by Sefior Az- 
carate.” 


II. Fighting in the Lebanese Sector 


12. On 23 October the Chief of Staff reported 
that according to Israeli reports, Lebanese forces 
had attacked on the night of 21-22 October in 
the Al Manara area, 8 kilometers south of Metul- 
lah, and that fighting continued on 22 October. 
According to the same reports the Lebanese forces 
had captured Hill Shabbab and three adjacent 
hills commanding the Jordan Valley road. The 
United Nations Observers at Tiberias were not 
allowed by Jewish liaison officers to visit this area 
on the grounds that it was unsafe. 

13. On 22 October the United Nations Observ- 
ers in Tyre reported that the previous night at 
2120-2200 hours a plane dropped four 200-lb. 
bombs and six incendiaries on suburbs east of 
Tyre. According to this report two civilians were 
killed and two wounded. A more complete report 
is expected. 
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14. On 23 October at 2100Z hours, Colonel 
Baruch, Israeli Liaison Officer, informed the 
Chief of Staff of the Truce Supervision that the 
situation in the north was grave. 

15. On the same day at 1940Z the Senior United 
Nations Military Observer at Tiberias reported to 
the Chief of Staff as follows: 


“Returned to Tiberias at 1900 after entire day 
in lines from Kaukji and Jewish forces. Situa- 
tion along entire front of Lebanese forces grave. 
Heavy fighting continues along northern end of 
line from Nabi Yusha to one kilometer north of 
Manara. Kaukji in person accepted cease-fire 


order from Sunmo Tiberias effective 1600 today. 
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Jews refused to accept order, and continued firing 
for three hours with all weapons including artil- 
lery. Kaukji also accepted order to withdraw his 
forces within own side of truce line pending ac- 
ceptance of cease-fire order by Jews. Kaukji 
forces now two kilometers east of agreed truce line 
and have cut Nabi Yusha-Manara road in three 
places and have mined road. Kaukji will not 
keep agreement on cease-fire or withdrawal order 
after 1900 today since Jews continued firing and 
refused to recognize order. My Observers will 
spend entire day tomorrow in position to observe 
and report situation by radio. Will keep you in- 
formed by radio tomorrow”. 


WITHDRAWAL OF FORCES TO THE TRUCE LINES IN THE NEGEB 


Truce Supervision Headquarters to the Egyptian and Israeli Governments on Behalf of the Acting 
Mediator, October 26, 1948 


U.N. doc. 8/1058 
Oct. 27, 1948 

Acting Mediator requests following identical 
communication should be transmitted as quickly 
as possible to foreign ministers in Cairo and Tel 
Aviv. Reply should be addressed to him direct in 
Paris and copy of reply to United Nations Head- 
quarters Haifa. 


1) On 19 October Security Council adopted 
with certain amendments several conclusions 
which Acting Mediator had submitted to it as 
suggestions in paragraph 18 of his report dealing 
with the situation in the Negeb area. 

2) First conclusion acted upon on 22 October 
when Egyptian and Israeli Governments ordered 
cease-fire which was “indispensable condition to a 
restoration of situation”. 

3) I have accordingly the honour to draw your 
attention to the following conclusions to be imple- 
mented after cease-fire: 


(a) Withdrawal of both parties from any po- 
sitions not occupied at time of outbreak: 

(6) Acceptance by both parties of conditions 
set forth in central truce supervision board de- 
cision number twelve affecting convoys: 

(c) Agreement by both parties to undertake 
negotiations through United Nations intermedi- 
aries or directly as regards outstanding problems 
in Negeb, and permanent stationing of United 
Nations Observers throughout area. 
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4) With a view to a prompt implementation of 
conclusion under (a) above, I shall communicate 
to you without delay copy of a map which has 
been made available to United Nations Observers 
charged by Chief of Staff of Acting Mediator to 
observe and supervise return of Israeli and 
Egyptian forces to their positions of 14 October. 

5) Truce line shown on above-mentioned map 
and which corresponds to positions held on 14 
October will be provisionally imposed by Truce 
Supervision Organization of United Nations. 
South of that truce line a number of positions were 
held by either party on 14 October. Both parties 
will be directed by Truce Supervision Organiza- 
tion to withdraw from any positions not occupied 
at time of outbreak. 

6) Permanent truce line will be established after 
all forces have withdrawn from positions not oc- 
cupied at time of outbreak. 

7) The United Nations Observers stationed at 
Gaza and Tel Aviv will determine actual positions 
to which each party shall return, except as regards 
sector extending east from north-south 150 grid 
to the Government House neutral zone in Jerusa- 
lem (see map). Special instruction regarding 
return of Israeli and Egyptian forces to their 
positions of 14 October in this sector will be issued 
later by Chief of Staff of Acting Mediator. 

8) The fact that a party disputes a position 
assigned to it by United Nations Observers does 
not authorize it to refuse to occupy such assigned- 
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position but it may file a formal complaint to 
United Nations Headquarters Haifa which will 
investigate matter and decide upon it. 

9) Israeli forces will return to their former 
positions north of truce line and also south of it 
in Negeb according to a time table to be approved 
by the Chief of Staff of the Acting Mediator. 

10) Egyptian forces will return to their former 
positions south of truce line according to time 
table to be approved by Chief of Staff of Acting 
Mediator. 

11) Routes of movement for forces involved 
will be determined when necessary by Chief of 
Staff of Acting Mediator. 

12) The above provisions have been devised to 
ensure that movements of troops necessary to give 
effect to paragraph (a) of the resolution adopted 
by the Security Council be carried out in an or- 
derly manner and with the least possible friction. 

13) A sufficient number of United Nations Ob- 
servers will supervise withdrawal from positions 
not occupied by either party on co-operation of 
your government for implementation of resolu- 
tion of Security Council. This resolution pro- 
vides in particular for “permanent stationing of 
United Nations Observers throughout area.” 

14) As regards facilities and co-operation 
which United Nations Observers and other truce 
supervision personnel are entitled to expect from 
governments and authorities concerned, I have the 
honour to refer to paragraphs (a) and following 
of the other resolution adopted at the same 367th 
meeting of the Security Council on 19 October 
1948. 

VIGIER 


16. The Chief of Staff of the Truce Supervision 
promptly requested the Provisional Government 







DRAFT RESOLUTION BY THE 


U.N. doc. 8/1059/Rev. 2 
Oct. 28, 1948 


The Security Council, 


Having decided on the 15th July that, sub- 
ject to further decision by the Security Council or 


*The Security Council adopted on Oct. 29, 1948, the 


following resolution (U.N. doc. S/1062) submitted by 
Canada: 


“The Security Council resolves 
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UNITED KINGDOM AND CHINA * 






of Israel to instruct its military authorities 
scrupulously to observe the truce order by the Se- 
curity Council and to co-operate with the United 
Nations Observers toward bringing about an ef- 
fective cease-fire. This message of the Chief of 
Staff was conveyed to Mr. Shiloah of the Provi- 
sional Government of Israel who promised to con- 
tact the Israeli military authorities immediately. 

17. Simultaneously the Chief of Staff of the 
Truce Supervision sent to the Lebanese Minister 
of Foreign Affairs the following message: 


“UN Observers have reported on grave situation 
along entire Lebanese front. Jewish liaison of- 
ficers have also drawn attention of this headquar- 
ters on same situation, indicating that Kaukji may 
be taking independent action. Under Security 
Council resolution of 19 August Lebanese Govern- 
ment is responsible for any military action under- 
taken by any force co-operating with Lebanese 
forces in the part of Palestine occupied by them. 
In view of gravity of situation I earnestly request 
Lebanese Government to instruct all military 
authorities operating in Lebanese sector, including 
non-Lebanese, scrupulously to observe truce or- 
dered by Security Council and to co-operate with 
UN Observers in order to bring about effective 
cease-fire. Investigation of any complaint from 
either side regarding violation of terms of truce 
will be carried out as soon as cease-fire effective 
and necessary decision will be issued. Same repre- 
sentations made in Tel Aviv”. 

Rapa J. BUNCHE 
Acting Mediator 
25 October 1948 
Paris 





the General Assembly, the truce shall remain in 
force in accordance with the resolution of that 
date and with that of 29th May 1948 until a peace- 


“That a Sub-Committee be established, consisting of 
the representatives of the United Kingdom, China, France, 
Belgium and the Ukraine, to consider all the amendments 
and revisions which have been or may be suggested to 
the second revised draft resolution (S/1059/Rev. 2), and 
in consultation with the Acting Mediator to prepare a 
revised draft resolution.” 
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ful adjustment of the future situation of Pales- 
tine is reached ; 

Having decided on the 19th August that no 
party is permitted to violate the truce on the 
ground that it is undertaking reprisals or retalia- 
tions against the other party, and that no party 
is entitled to gain military or political advantage 
through violation of the truce; and 

Having decided on the 29th May that, if the 
truce was subsequently repudiated or violated by 
either party or by both, the situation in Palestine 
would be reconsidered with a view to action under 
Chapter VII of the Charter; 

Endorses the request communicated to the Gov- 
ernment of Egypt and the Provisional Govern- 
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ment of Israel by the Acting Mediator on the 26th 
October (S/1058) ; and 

Calls wpon them to withdraw their military 
forces to the positions they occupied on the 14th 
October, with a view to the establishment of a 
permanent truce line; and 

Appoints a committee of the Council, consisting 
of the five permanent Members together with Bel- 
gium and Colombia, to examine urgently and re- 
port to the Council on the measures which it would 
be appropriate to take under Article 41 of the 
Charter if either party or both should fail to 
comply with the preceding paragraph of this res- 
olution within whatever time limit the Acting 
Mediator may think it desirable to fix. 


RESOLUTION ADOPTED ON NOVEMBER 4, 1948 


U.N. doc. 8/1070 
Nov. 5, 1948 


The Security Council, 

Having decided on the 15th July that, subject 
to further decision by the Security Council or the 
General Assembly, the truce shall remain in force 


in accordance with the resolution of that date and 
with that of 29th May 1948 until a peaceful ad- 
justment of the future situation of Palestine is 
reached ; 

Having decided on the 19th August that no 
party is permitted to violate the truce on the 
ground that it is undertaking reprisals or retalia- 
tions against the other party, and that no party 
is entitled to gain military or political advantage 
through violation of the truce; and 

Having decided on the 29th May that, if the 
truce was subsequently repudiated or violated by 
either party or by both, the situation in Palestine 
could be reconsidered with a view to action under 
Chapter VII of the Charter; 

Takes note of the request communicated to the 
Government of Egypt and the Provisional Gov- 
ernment of Israel by the Acting Mediator on the 
26th October (S/1058) following upon the reso- 
lution adopted by the Security Council on 19th 
October 1948; and 

Calls upon the interested Governments, with- 
out prejudice to their rights, claims or position 
with regard to a peaceful adjustment of the fu- 
ture situation of Palestine or to the position which 
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the Members of the United Nations may wish to 
take in the General Assembly on such peaceful 
adjustment : 

(1) To withdraw those of their forces which 
have advanced beyond the positions held on 14th 
October, the Acting Mediator being authorized to 
establish provisional lines beyond which no move- 
ment of troops shall take place; 

(2) To establish, through negotiations con- 
ducted directly between the parties, or failing that, 
through the intermediaries in the service of the 
United Nations permanent truce lines and such 
neutral or demilitarized zones as may appear ad- 
vantageous, in order to ensure henceforth the full 
observance of the truce in that area. Failing an 
agreement, the permanent lines and neutral zones 
shall be established by decision of the Acting 
Mediator; and 

Appoints a Committee of the Council, consisting 
of the five permanent Members together with Bel- 
gium and Colombia, to give such advice as the 
Acting Mediator may require with regard to his 
responsibilities under this resolution, and in the 
event that either party or both should fail to com- 
ply with sub-paragraphs (1) and (2) of the pre- 
ceding paragraph of this resolution within what- 
ever time limits the Acting Mediator may think it 
desirable to fix to study as a matter of urgency 
and to report to the Council on further measures 
it would be appropriate to take under Chapter 
VII of the Charter. 
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U.N. doc. 8/1071 
Nov. 6, 1948 


I have the honour to submit the following re- 
port for transmission to the President of the Se- 
curity Council. This report is further to my pre- 
liminary report of 25 October (Document 
$/1055) which dealt in part with the recent fight- 
ing in the Lebanese sector. 

1. The application of the truce on the Leba- 
nese front has been complicated by the fact that 
this front was to a great extent held by forces of 
the “Army of National Liberation” commanded 
by Fawzi Kaukji. The Lebanese Government 
has accepted responsibility for the Kaukji ele- 
ments. 

2. Following intermittent tension due to Kauk- 
ji’s attempts to prevent the Israeli forces from 
supplying and strengthening their position at 
Al Manara Kibbutz in territory within the Is- 
raeli truce lines, and Israeli incursions into the 
Houle area in Lebanese territory, the recent crisis 
developed as a result of action allegedly taken by 
Kaukji forces the night of 21-22 October. This 
allegation could not be investigated immediately 
by Observers on the Israeli side, since, according 
to the Israeli liaison officer, the situation at that 
time was unsafe for Observers. 

3. The preliminary report, Document S/1045, 
gave a brief account of the situation in the Leba- 
nese sector between 21 and 24 October. This cov- 
ers the activities in the Al Manara area on the 
night of 21-22 October leading to the occupation 
by Kaukji’s forces of hill positions two kilometers 
within the Israeli truce lines. 

4. On the morning of 23 October the Senior 
United Nations Military Observer at Tiberias or- 
dered a cease-fire under the following conditions: 
the cease-fire to be effective at 1300 GMT on that 
day and immediately following the cease-fire, 
Kaukji’s forces to begin withdrawing to their pre- 
vious positions. This movement was to be com- 
pleted by daylight of 24 October. Kaukji 
accepted this order. The Israeli commander ac- 
cepted the cease-fire order subject to the condition 
that if the Kaukji forces were not removed from 
the Jewish side of the truce lines in one hour they 
would be driven out. At 1250 GMT the Israelis 
opened heavy fire with artillery, mortars, machine 
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guns and rifles, and continued firing until dark. 
Kaukji’s forces ceased fire at 1300 hours GMT. 
At 1615 hours Kaukji warned that if the Israelis 
did not cease firing in 15 minutes he would resume 
fire, and did so. In the meantime the Israeli 
Liaison Officer had refused to permit the Senior 
United Nations Military Observer at Tiberias to 
go into the front lines to check observance of the 
cease-fire. The Liaison Officer stated that the 
United Nations Observers had already interfered 
in the situation beyond their authority and that 
the Israelis would not permit further interference. 

5. On 24 October, Kaukji reported that his 
forces had been withdrawn on the night of 23 to 24 
October. None were observed by United Nations 
Observers on the Israeli side of the truce lines on 
24 October. However, Kaukji’s forces did return 
to the hill positions within Israeli truce lines on 
the night of 24 to 25 October, and advanced to 
within 600 yards of the Metullah-Tiberias road. 
They were still occupying the hill positions on 26, 
27 and 28 October. 

6. On 28 October Kaukji’s Chief of Staff in- 
formed the Senior United Nations Military Ob- 
server that Kaukji’s forces would not be with- 
drawn. 

7. On 28 October, following urgent advice re- 
ceived from the United Nations Observer Head- 
quarters at Tiberias, the Chief of Staff of the 
Truce Supervision addressed a warning to Israeli 
Headquarters against any retaliatory action in 
Galilee and against the denial of freedom of move- 
ment to United Nations Observers. 

8. On the same day, the Lebanese charged that 
Israeli forces had launched an attack. Five twin- 
engined planes bombed Lebanese lines two kilo- 
meters north-west of Safad. The aerial bombing 
was followed by an artillery duel at Tarshisha. 
Previous to the aerial bombing the Israelis had 
reported to the Senior United Nations Military 
Observer at Tiberias that Kaukji had attacked in 
the Al Manara area and was in control of the road 
to Metulla. 

9. This artillery fire and aerial bombing were 
preliminary to co-ordinated Israeli attacks against 
the entire Kaukji front, which developed during 
the night of 28 October. Leaflets were dropped 
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stating that the Jewish action was for the purpose 
of liberating the whole of Palestine. 

10. The Chief of Staff of the Truce Supervision 
sent a message early on 29 October to the Israeli 
and Lebanese Chiefs of Staff pointing out that 
military operations then being conducted along the 
Lebanese front were a grave and inexcusable vio- 
lation of the truce. He requested that all forces 
involved must cease fire by 1000 hours GMT on 
that day and return to the position held on 21 Oc- 
tober, the movement to be completed by 0500 hours 
GMT of 30 October, 

11. On 29 October the Chief of Staff received a 
reply from the Israeli Military command in which 
it was stated that the Israeli areas in the north 
were being extensively bombed by enemy planes, 
and that United Nations Observers from Beirut 
and Tiberias had been asked to leave the Nabi- 
Yusha area merely out of concern for their per- 
sonal safety. It was also stated that there could 
be no question of retaliatory action by Israeli 
forces. It further pointed out that Kaukji forces 
had occupied Israeli territory in the Al Manara 
area on the night of 21 to 22 October and had ever 
since been exploiting these newly occupied po- 
sitions for unprovoked attacks upon Israeli traffic 
on the main road to Metulla and to the Israeli 
settlements in the area. These forces, it was 
stated, remained in occupation of the hills which 
they had occupied in Israeli territory in “brazen 
violation of the truce”, and the action taken by the 
Israeli forces against the Kaukji forces was defen- 
sive and could not possibly be characterized as 
retaliatory. It was finally pointed out that de- 
spite the Chief of Staff’s orders to Kaukji’s forces 
to withdraw from these positions on Israeli ter- 
ritory, not only had these forces remained in po- 
sitions that they should have evacuated but they 
had extended their attacks in the last few days 
and captured another hill in Israeli territory. 

12. In answer to the cease fire order of the Chief 
of Staff of the Truce Supervision mentioned in 
paragraph 10, both the Lebanese and Israeli Chiefs 
of Staff asked for assurances and guarantees, the 
Lebanese that Israeli troops would stop their pres- 
ent military operations, the Israelis that no further 
violations of the truce would occur. The Chief of 
Staff then informed the two parties that all forces 
involved must cease fire by 1300 hours GMT, 30 
October and that immediately after the cease fire 
questions of guarantees which had been raised 
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might be taken up with United Nations Observers. 
The Lebanese replied that they would comply with 
this cease fire order of the Chief of Staff on the 
understanding that the Israelis would also comply. 
The Israeli Chief of Staff replied that he must 
refer the matter to the Provisional Government 
of Israel in view of the United Nations Chief of 
Staff’s position regarding guarantees. Later, the 
Chief of Staff of the Truce Supervision was in- 
formed that the Provisional Government had ac- 
cepted the cease fire and that the army had issued 
a cease fire order effective on 31 October at 0800 
hours GMT. 

The Kaukji forces, which had complied with 
the cease fire order of 30 October reopened fire in 
response to continued fire from Israeli forces. 
On being informed of the Israeli issuance of a 
cease fire on 31 October at 0800 hours GMT the 
Lebanese Government agreed to issue a similar 
order. 

13. This cease-fire was in general effective al- 
though some operations were reported in progress 
in Lebanese territory after 0800 hours GMT. The 
Kaukji forces had withdrawn from Galilee on the 
nights of 29-30 and 30-31 October. On 1 Novem- 
ber United Nations Observers who visited Is- 
raeli front positions, found the Arab villages 
around Tarkiya deserted, having been evacuated 
by the inhabitants. Villages seen by United Na- 
tions Observers in the Galilee pocket formerly 
occupied by Kaukji’s forces were deserted, with 
the exception of two reportedly inhabited by 
Druses. United Nations Observers reported ex- 
tensive looting of villages and carrying away of 
goats, sheep and mules by Israeli forces. The 
looting appeared to the Observers to have been 
systematic, army trucks being used. This situa- 
tion has created a new influx of refugees into the 
Lebanon. 

14. As a result of these operations in northern 
Palestine there has been a significant change in the 
general military position in that sector. Israeli 
forces have occupied.the area in the Galilee for- 
merly controlled by Kaukji’s forces and have 
crossed the Lebanese frontier. They now hold po- 
sitions two to six miles inside the southeast cor- 
ner of Lebanon involving some fifteen Lebanese 
villages occupied by small Israeli detachments. 

Ratpu J. Buncus 
Acting Mediator 


Paris 
6 November 1948 








PALESTINE SITUATION 


RESOLUTION ADOPTED ON NOVEMBER 16, 1948 


U.N. doc. S/1080 
Nov. 17, 1948 


The Security Council 

Reaffirming its previous resolutions concerning 
the establishment and implementation of the 
Truce in Palestine and, recalling particularly its 
Resolution of 15 July 1948 which determined that 
the situation in Palestine constitutes a threat to 
the peace within the meaning of Article 39 of the 
Charter; 

Taking note that the General Assembly is con- 
tinuing its consideration of the future govern- 
ment of Palestine in response to the request of the 
Security Council on 1 April 1948 (document 
S/714) ; 

Without prejudice to the actions of the Acting 
Mediator regarding the implementation of the 
Resolution of the Security Council of 4 November 
1948 ; 


Decides that, in order to eliminate the threat to 
the peace in Palestine and to facilitate the transi- 
tion from the present Truce to permanent peace 
in Palestine, an armistice shall be established in 
all sectors of Palestine; 

Calls upon the parties directly involved in the 
conflict in Palestine, as a further provisional meas- 
ure under Article 40 of the Charter, to seek agree- 
ment forthwith, by negotiations conducted either 
directly or through the Acting Mediator on Pales- 
tine, with a view to the immediate establishment 
of the Armistice including: 


(a) the delineation of permanent armistice 
demarcation lines beyond which the armed forces 
of the respective parties shall not move; 

(6) such withdrawal and reduction of their 
armed forces as will ensure the maintenance of 
the armistice during the transition to permanent 
peace in Palestine. 


DRAFT RESOLUTION SUBMITTED BY ACTING MEDIATOR 


U. N. doc. 8/1076 
Nov. 10, 1948 


The Security Council 

Having decided on 15 July 1948 that subject 
to further decision by the Security Council or the 
General Assembly the Truce in Palestine shall re- 
main in force in accordance with the resolution 
of that date and with that of 29 May 1948 until 
a peaceful adjustment of the future situation of 
Palestine is reached ; 

Recognizing that in the nature of the case the 
Truce, though of indeterminate duration, is a first 
stage in the effort to restore peace to Palestine, 
and that the transition from Truce to a definitive 
and [end] to hostilities is an indispensable condi- 
tion to an ultimate peaceful settlement of the basic 
political issues ; 

Desirous of facilitating such transition at the 
earliest possible date; and 

Taking into account the resolution of 15 July 
1948 which determined that the situation in Pal- 


estine constitutes a threat to the peace within the 
meaning of Article 39 of the Charter; 

Calls upon the parties directly involved in the 
conflict in Palestine, in order to eliminate this 
threat to the peace, to undertake immediately, 
through the good offices of the Acting United Na- 
tions Mediator on Palestine, 

(a) the settlement of all outstanding prob- 
lems of the Truce in all sectors of Palestine; 

(6) the establishment of an armistice involving 

(i) the separation of their armed forces 
engaged in the conflict in Palestine by creation of 
broad demilitarized zones under United Nations 
observance and 

(ii) such ultimate withdrawal and reduc- 
tion of these forces as will ensure the restoration 
of Palestine to peacetime conditions; 

Requests the parties and the Acting United Na- 
tions Mediator on Palestine to submit to this 
Council frequent reports on the implementation 
of this resolution. 
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Commission on Narcotic Drugs: Third Session 


The third session of the Commission on Narcotic 
Drugs of the Economic and Social Council of the 
United Nations opened at Lake Success, New York, 
on May 3, 1948, and adjourned on May 22. 

The Commission approved a draft protocol to 
bring under control drugs outside the scope of the 
1931 convention, recommended early action on this 
protocol by the Economic and Social Council, and 
further recommended that the draft be considered 
by the General Assembly at its third session and 
be opened for signature. 

The Commission also recommended that the 
Economic and Social Council authorize the Secre- 
tariat to begin work on the draft of an over-all 
convention to replace all existing conventions and 
agreements relating to narcotics, including provi- 
sions for the limitation of the production of nar- 
cotic raw materials. 

The Secretariat was requested to study the de- 
sirability of drafting an interim commodity agree- 
ment for temporary limitation of the production 
of raw opium to the world’s medicinal and scien- 
tific needs. 

The Representative of Peru pointed out that 
provisions for the limitation of the production of 
coca leaves could not be drafted before the report 
of the proposed Commission of Inquiry into the 
Effects of Coca Leaf Chewing is received. 

The Commission noted that the illicit traffic in 
narcotic drugs was tending to resume its prewar 
pattern. A resolution urging countries to report 
on all important cases of illicit traffic was proposed 
to the Economic and Social Council for adoption. 

The Commission noted that opium smoking in 
the Far East still continues and asked the Coun- 
cil to invite countries where opium smoking has 
been prevalent to adopt the policy of suppression 
and to cease to import opium for nonmedical use. 

General satisfaction was expressed over the 


*U.N. doc. E/799, May 28, 1948, p. 8 
* Ibid. 
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measures taken by the Government of Mexico to 
suppress the cultivation of the opium poppy. 

Governments were urged to study methods of 
determining the origin of raw opium and to ex- 
change information on this subject. 

The Commission expressed approval of a pro- 
posal to publish a United Nations periodical on 
narcotic drugs. 

Colonel C. H. L. Sharman (Canada) was elected 
a member of the Drug Supervisory Body. The 
Commission elected Stane Krasovec ( Yugoslavia) 
as chairman, Dr. C. L. Hsia (China) as vice chair- 
man, and A. Kruysse (Netherlands) as rapporteur. 


Renewal of the Commission 


In view of the Economic and Social Council’s 
having decided on February 16, 1946, that the term 
of office of the members of the Commission on 
Narcotic Drugs would be three years, the Com- 
mission desired to bring the following points to 
the notice of the Council :* 


(a) The special character of the Commission on Nar- 
cotic Drugs deriving from its functions under the inter- 
national Conventions; 

(b) The desirability that there should be no interval 
between the end of the term of office of one Commission 
and the beginning of the term of office of its successor ; 

(c) The experience of the present Commission, which 
has shown that a membership of 15 is suitable for the 
efficient execution of its functions and which has shown 
the importance of continuity in its personal membership. 


The Commission also decided to make the fol- 
lowing recommendations: ? 


The Commission on Narcotic Drugs 
RECOMMENDs to the Economic and Social Council: 


1. To renew the members of the Commission on Narcotic 
Drugs every three years at its first session in the year, 
beginning in 1949. 

2. To fix the term of office of the members to run for 
three years beginning with the opening day of its first 
meeting and ending on the eve of the first meeting of the 
session which follows upon the election of their successors. 

3. To take the necessary steps to ensure there should 
be no interval between the end of the term of office of the 
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members of the present Commission and the beginning 
of the term of office of their successors, and also to draw 
the attention of Governments, when appointing representa- 
tives for the Commission, to take note of the particular 
character of the fundamental problems of the international 
control of narcotic drugs which can be solved only over 
a period of years. 


Synthetic Drugs 

On the recommendation of the Commission, the 
Economic and Social Council on August 13, 1947, 
adopted resolution no. 86 (v) instructing the 
Secretary-General to prepare a draft protocol to 
bring under international control drugs outside the 
scope of the international convention on narcotic 
drugs signed at Geneva on July 13, 1931, and to 
circulate it to all Governments concerned and to 
the Interim Commission of the World Health Or- 
ganization for their early observations. The Eco- 
nomic and Social Council also gave instructions 
that these observations be considered by the Com- 
mission on Narcotic Drugs at its third session and 
be submitted to the seventh session of the Council. 

During the third session of the Commission on 
Narcotic Drugs, the Secretariat announced that 
these instructions of the Economic and Social 
Council had been complied with and that 20 coun- 
tries had approved of the draft protocol without 


suggesting changes and 7 countries had accepted 
it in principle with amendments. The draft pro- 
tocol, as revised by the Commission * and submitted 
to the Economic and Social Council, reads: * 


Preamble 


Considering that the progress of modern pharmacology 
and chemistry has resulted in the discovery of drugs, par- 
ticularly synthetic drugs, capable of producing addiction, 
but not covered by the Convention of 13 July 1931 for limit- 
ing the manufacture and regulating the distribution of 
Narcotic Drugs, as amended by the Protocol signed at Lake 
Success on 11 December 1946, 

Desiring to supplement the provisions of that Conven- 
tion and to place these drugs, including their preparations 
and compounds containing these drugs under control in 
order to limit by international agreement their manufac- 
ture to the world’s legitimate requirements for medical 
and scientific purposes and to regulate their distribution, 

Realizing the importance of the universal application of 
this international agreement and of its earliest possible 
entry into force, 


Have resolved to conclude a Protocol for that purpose. 


CHAPTER I. Control 
Article 1 


1. Any State Party to the present Protocol which con- 
siders that a drug which is or may be used for medical 
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or scientific purposes and to which the Convention of 13 
July 1931 does not apply, is liable to similar abuse and 
productive of similar harmful effects as the drugs speci- 
fied in Article 1, paragraph 2, of the said Convention, shall 
send a notification to that effect with all material infor- 
mation in its possession to the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations who shall transmit it immediately to the 
other States Parties to the present Protocol, to the Com- 
mission on Narcotic Drugs of the Economic and Social 
Council and to the World Health Organization. 

2. If the World Health Organization finds that the drug 
in question is capable of producing addiction or of con- 
version into a product capable of producing addiction, 
this Organization shall decide whether the drug shall fall: 


(a) under the regime laid down in the 1931 Conven- 
tion for drugs specified in Article 1, paragraph 2, Group I, 
of that Convention, or 

(b) under the regime laid down in that Convention 
for the drugs specified in Article 1, paragraph 2, Group II 
of that Convention. 


3. Any decision or finding in accordance with the pre- 
ceding paragraph shall be notified without delay to the 
Secretary-General of the United Nations who shall trans- 
mit it immediately to all States Members of the United 
Nations, to non-Member States Parties to this Protocol, 
to the Commission on Narcotic Drugs, and the Permanent 
Central Board. 

4. Upon receipt of the communication from the Secre- 
tary-General of the United Nations notifying a decision 
under paragraph 2 (a) or (b) above, the States Parties 
to this Protocol, shall apply to the drug in question the 
appropriate regime laid down by the 1931 Convention. 


Article 2 


The Commission on Narcotic Drugs, upon receipt of the 
notification from the Secretary-General of the United 
Nations in accordance with paragraph 1 of Article 1 of 
this Protocol, shall consider as soon as possible whether 
the measures applicable to drugs specified in Article 1, 
paragraph 2, Group I of the 1931 Convention should pro- 
visionally apply to the drug in question, pending receipt 
of the decision or finding of the World Health Organi- 
zation. If the Commission on Narcotic Drugs decides that 
such measures should provisionally apply, this decision 
shall be communicated without delay by the Secretary- 
General of the United Nations to the States Parties to this 
Protocol, the World Health Organization and the Per- 
manent Central Board. The said measures shall there- 
upon be applied provisionally to the drug in question. 


®U.N. doc. E/798, May 26, 1948, p. 20 [2]. The page 
number in brackets in this citation and in citations of U.N. 
doc. E/799 refers to U.N. doc. E/968, Aug. 13, 1948, which 
contains resolutions of the Economic and Social Council 
corresponding to those in the document fully cited. 

‘Changes or additions made by the Economic and Social 
Council in both the draft protocol and the resolution on the 
protocol, p. 530, are indicated in italic. 
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Article 3 


Any decision or finding taken under Article 1 or Article 
2 of this Protocol may be revised in the light of further 
experience in accordance with the procedure provided in 
this Chapter. 


CHAPTER II. General Provisions 


Article 4 


The present Protocol does not apply to Raw Opium, 
Medicinal Opium, Coca Leaf or Indian Hemp as defined 
in Article 1 of the Convention signed at Geneva on 19 
February 1925, or Prepared Opium as defined in Chapter 
II of the International Opium Convention signed at The 
Hague, 23 January 1912. 


Article 5 


1. The Present Protocol of which the Chinese, English, 
French, Russian and Spanish texts are equally authentic, 
shall be open for signature or acceptance on behalf of 
any Member of the United Nations and also of any non- 
Member State to which an invitation has been addressed 
by the Economic and Social Council. 

2. Any such State may: 

(a) sign without reservation as to acceptance; 

(b) sign subject to acceptance and subsequently ac- 
cept ; or 

(c) accept. 

Acceptance shall be effected by the deposit of a formal 
instrument with the Secretary-General of the United 
Nations. 


Article 6 


The present Protocol shall come into force upon the ex- 
piration of thirty days following the day on which twenty- 
five or more States have signed it without reservation, or 
accepted it in accordance with Article 5, provided that such 
States shall include five of the following: China, Czecho- 
slovakia, France, Netherlands, Poland, Switzerland, 
Turkey, United Kingdom, United States of America, 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Yugoslavia. 


Article 7 


A State which has signed without reservation as to ac- 
ceptance, or accepted pursuant to Article 5, shall become 
a party to this Protocol upon its entry into force or upon 
the expiration of thirty days following the date of such 
signature or acceptance, if executed after its entry into 
force. 


Article 8 


Any State may at the time of signature or the deposit 
of its formal instrument of acceptance or at any time 
thereafter declare by notification addressed to the Secre- 
tary-General of the United Nations that the present Pro- 
tocol shall extend to all or any of the territories for the 
foreign relations of which it is responsible, and this Proto- 
col shall extend to the territory or territories named in the 
notification as from the thirtieth day after the date of 
receipt by the Secretary-General of the United Nations 
of this notification. 
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After the expiration of five years from the date of the 
coming into force of the present Protocol, any State 
party to the present protocol may, on its own behalf or 
on behalf of any of the territories for the foreign rela- 
tions of which it is responsible, denounce this protocol by 
an instrument in writing deposited with the Secretary- 
General of the United Nations. 

The Denunciation, if received by the Secretary-General 
on or before the first day of July in any year, shall take 
effect on the first day of January in the succeeding year, 
and, if received after the first day of July, shall take 
effect as if it had been received on or before the first 
day of July in the succeeding year. 


Article 10 


The Secretary-General of the United Nations shall 
notify all Members of the United Nations and non- 
Member States referred to in Articles 5 and 6 of all sig- 
natures and acceptances received in accordance with 
these articles, and of all notifications received in accord- 
ance with Articles 8 and 9. 


Article 11 


In accordance with Article 102 of the Charter of the 
United Nations the present Protocol shall be registered 
by the Secretary-General of the United Nations on the 
date of its coming into force. 

In faith whereof the undersigned, duly authorized, have 
signed the present Protocol on behalf of their respective 
Governments 


one thousand nine hundred and 
forty-eight, in a single copy, which shall remain deposited 
in the archives of the United Nations, and certified true 
copies of which shall be delivered to all the Members of 
the United Nations and to the non-Member States re- 
ferred to in Articles 5 and 6. 


Recommendations To Be Included in the Final Act or in 
a Resolution of the General Assembly 


The General Assembly 
or 
The signatories to this Protocol 


Recommends: 

toa that all parties to this Protocol on re- 
ceipt of a notification under its Article 1, paragraph 1, 
communicate any material information in their possession 
regarding the drug mentioned in the notification to the 
Secretary-General of the United Nations, who shall trans- 
mit it to all Parties to the present Protocol, to the Com- 
mission on Narcotic Drugs and to the World Health 
Organization. 


The Commission requested the Council to con- 
sider the draft protocol as soon as possible during 
its seventh session and to adopt the following 
resolution : ° 


* Idid., p. 1 [1]. 
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The Economic and Social Council 
Having duly considered the observations submitted by 
the Governments concerned and the World Health Organi- 
zation on the Draft Protocol to bring under control certain 
drugs not covered by the 1931 Convention 

Taking note of the recommendations made by the Com- 
mission on Narcotic Drugs during its third session 

DECIDES 

(i) To request the Secretary General to circulate to the 
Governments concerned the revised draft of the Protocol 
as approved by the Council 

(ii) To recommend to the General Assembly 

(a) to approve as soon as possible during its third 
session the Protocol taking into account any further obser- 
vations which may be received from Governments 

(b) to fix the earliest possible date during the third 
session of the General Assembly when the Protocol shall 
be open for signature. 

(c) to urge all States in accordance with the provi- 
sions of Resolution No. 54 (1) of the General Assembly to 
adhere to the Protocol as soon as possible. 

(ad) to urge States to take as soon as possible the 
necessary steps with a view to extending the application 
of this Protocol to territories for the foreign relations of 
which they are responsible, subject, where necessary for 
constitutional reasons, to the consent of the governments 
of such territories. 

(iii) To recommend to the Members of the United Na- 
tions that their delegates to the third session of the Gen- 
eral Assembly be given the necessary full powers to adhere 
to the Protocol. 


Illicit Traffic 


Discussion disclosed that illicit traffic in narcotic 
drugs appears to be developing on the lines of 
prewar years; that the illicit traffic in Egypt in 
1946 was 30 percent greater than in 1945; that 
large quantities of opium believed to be Turkish 
were being seized in the Near East; that large 
seizures of Indian opium continued to be made; 
that the traffic in opium in Siam was in full swing; 
and that a seizure of two tons of opium from 
Yunnan had taken place in Siam.°® 

It was reported that only 17 of 94 countries 
reporting illicit traffic in their annual reports sub- 
mitted special seizure reports during 1946 and 
1947. No information was available on illicit traf- 
fic in 26 countries and territories which had failed 
to submit annual reports. 

The Commission therefore recommended that 
the Economic and Social Council adopt the follow- 
ing resolution :’ 


*U.N. doc. E/799, p. 11. 
" Ibid., p. 17 [7]. 
* Tbid., p. 20. 
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The Economic and Social Council 
Considering that the suppression of the illicit traffic in 
narcotic drugs is a matter of the utmost importance and 
the submission by governments of reports on cases of 
illicit traffic under Article 23 of the 1931 Convention is of 
the greatest value in combatting the illicit traffic, 
Realizing that in spite of measures taken by many gov- 
ernments the illicit traffic in narcotics appears to be de 
veloping on the dangerous lines of the pre-war years, 
RECOMMENDs to all states parties to the 1931 Convention 
to pay particular attention to all the provisions of Article 
23 of the Convention and to the relevant recommendations 
of the Commission on Narcotic Drugs in submitting the 
reports on the illicit traffic, and 
ReEQUEsTs the Secretary-General to bring to the atten- 
tion of all parties to the international conventions on 
narcotics the chapter of the report on the third session of 
the Commission on Narcotic Drugs dealing with the illicit 
traffic. 


Narcotics Situation in Mexico 

The Mexican Representative, Dr. Guzman, re- 
ported that his Government had increased penal- 
ties, eradicated poppies on 663 plantations, ar- 
rested 2,284 persons, and requested the help of 
neighboring countries in this work.’ He reported 
seizure of 100 kilograms of raw opium and 1,630 
kilograms of marihuana, in which the army, police, 
and air corps had been used. 

The United States Representative, Mr. Ans- 
linger, in congratulating Mexico on its efforts to 
suppress the cultivation of opium poppies, ex- 
pressed the hope that the Mexican Government 
will continue its present intensive campaign until 
all poppy production is destroyed and stated that 
the United States Government desires to cooperate 
closely and fully with the Mexican authorities un- 
til the illicit traffic in narcotics between the two 
countries completely ceases. 

Abolition of Smoking Opium 
im the Far East 

The Netherlands Representative, Mr. Kruysse, 
reporting on the opium smoking situation in the 
Netherlands Indies, stated that licensed smokers 
were being rapidly reduced in numbers. These 
measures were noted with approval. 

With regard to Siam, the United States Repre- 
sentative stated that the Siamese Government’s 
estimated revenue from opium sales for the year 
1947 was about 10 million dollars, U. S., or more 
than 14 percent of its estimated total revenue. He 
also reported the sale by Iran of 27 tons of Iranian 
raw opium to the Siamese Government. 

The Representative of France, Mr. Bourgois, 
reported that owing to the political situation in 
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Indochina, France had not been able to suppress 
completely the smoking of opiam in French Indo- 
china. Measures are being taken, including a new 
ordinance, to suppress the disintoxication centers, 
and the importation of opium will hereafter be 
limited to the medical needs of addicts. 

The United States Representative noted the slow 
progress of the French in suppressing the use of 
smoking opium in Indochina and urged that the 
opium-smoking territories forbid imports of opium 
for nonmedical purposes. 

In view of the situation disclosed, the Commis- 
sion agreed to recommend that the Economic and 
Social Council adopt the following resolution ° 
and transmit it to the parties to the international 
narcotic conventions: 

The Economic and Social Council 

Considering that the report of the third session of the 
Commission on Narcotic Drugs reveals that although a 
number of countries have declared their intention to 
abolish opium smoking monopolies and to suppress opium 
smoking in their territories in the Far Kast, the situation 
in some Far-Eastern territories in respect of opium 
smoking has shown little improvement, 

INVITEs all countries in which opium smoking has been 
at any time prevalent to adopt the policy of suppression, 
and 

REQUESTs those Governments which have declared their 
intention to suppress opium smoking to forward to the 
Secretary-General before 31 March of each year a report 
on the progress of suppression in the preceding calendar 
year showing in particular the origin and quantities of 
imports, if any, of prepared opium or of raw opium for 
the manufacture of prepared opium, and 

FurTHER REQUESTS such Governments forthwith to pro- 
hibit the import of raw opium into their territories except 
for medical and scientific puposes 

RECOMMENDS that export authorization should not be 
issued for the export of opium to countries where opium 
smoking is still prevalent except for medical and scientific 
purposes. 


Questions Relating to Narcotic Drugs 
in the Provisional Questionnaire 


The Chinese Representative, Dr. Hsia, sug- 
gested and the Commission recommended that 
questions 190 to 193 in the Provisional Question- 
naire for trust territories as adopted by the Trus- 
teeship Council be revised as follows: *° 

Narcotic Drugs 

190. What legislation is in force governing the 
manufacture, production, sale, exportation, im- 
portation, labelling, and distribution of narcotic 
drugs? 

191. Is the population of the Territory addicted 
to the use of narcotic drugs? 
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192. What types and quantities of opium, hemp 
(cannabis) drugs, and other narcotic drugs were 
consumed during the year? What measures have 
been taken to regulate the traffic in and use of such 
drugs and to suppress their abuse, if any? 

193. State which conventions relating to nar- 
cotics, if any, are applicable to the Territory. 


The Commission also recommended that the 
question dealing with nonnarcotic drugs as worded 
in question 190 of Document T/44 should be in- 
cluded in another section of the questionnaire. 


Narcotic Drugs and Genocide 


The Commission adopted the following resolu- 
tion: ™ 


The Commission on Narcotic Drugs 

Having considered document E/CN.7/W.28, submitted 
by the representative of the United States, giving details 
of the factory for the manufacture of narcotic drugs built 
by the Japanese authorities in Mukden during the Japa- 
nese occupation of Manchuria, and taking particularly 
into account the manufacturing capacity of that factory 
which in the opinion of an expert consulted by the United 
States representative was 50,000 kilos of heroin annually, 
an amount which represents 50 times the amount [of] the 
annual legitimate needs of the world for this drug; 

Having been profoundly shocked by the fact that the 
Japanese occupation authorities in Northeastern China 
utilized narcotic drugs during the recent war for the 
purpose of undermining the resistance and impairing the 
physical and mental well-being of the Chinese people; 

Considering that narcotic drugs constituted and may 
constitute in the future, a powerful instrument of the most 
hideous crime against mankind; 

RECOMMENDs that the Economie and Social Council en- 
sure that the use of narcotics as an instrument of com- 
mitting a crime of this nature be covered by the proposed 
Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of 
Genocide. 


Methods of Determining the Origin of 
Opium by Chemical and Physical Means 

The Commission studied the document pre- 
sented by the United States Representative en- 
titled “Methods of Determining the Origin of 
Opium by Chemical and Physical Means” and re- 
quested the Secretary-General to submit a full re- 
port to the next session of the Commission on the 
answers he might receive to the following reso- 
lution : 


* Tbid., p. 18 [7]. 
® Ibid., p. 21. 
 Ibid., p. 22. 

* Tbid., p. 23 [8]. 
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The Economic and Social Council 

Having noted the work undertaken with regard to de- 
termining the origin of opium by chemical and physical 
means as outlined in document E/CN.7/117 

DECIDES 

1. To instruct the Secretary-General to transmit to 
Governments all available documentation on this matter ; 

2. To invite Governments to send to the Secretary- 
General all pertinent information in their possession and 
in particular those Governments which have the necessary 
experts and laboratory facilities, to inform the Secretary- 
General whether they are willing to participate in a joint 
programme of research and to submit proposals concerning 
the methods of cooperation which they may recommend ; 

8. To invite the Governments of the producing coun- 
tries to furnish, subject to the provisions of Chapter V of 
the Geneva Convention of 1925, samples of the opium pro- 
duced in their countries, on the request of the Governments 
which are participating in the joint research programme. 


Actions on the Supervisery Body 


The Commission unanimously elected Colonel 
C. H. L. Sharman, the Representative of Canada 
on the Commission, as a member of the Super- 
visory Body. 

The Commission recommended that the term of 
office of the members of the Supervisory Body 
should be identical with that stipulated in the 1925 
convention for the members of the Permanent 
Central Opium Board and adopted the following 
resolution : 4 

The Commission on Narcotic Drugs 

Having appointed a member of the Supervisory Body 
under Article 5, paragraph 6 of the 1931 Convention, and 

Considering the desirability of a personal union of 
the membership of the Permanent Central Board and 
the Supervisory Body, as far as is possible to achieve 
such a personal union 

RECOMMENDS that the term of office of the members 
of the Supervisory Body should be identical with that 
stipulated in the Convention of 1925 for the members 


of the Permanent Central Opium Board which is 5 years, 
and 

ReEQvueEsts the Secretary-General to approach the other 
appointing bodies drawing their attention to this opin- 
ion of the Commission on Narcotic Drugs. 


Limitation of Production of Raw Materials 
and Related Problems 

The answers to a questionnaire on the limita- 
tion of raw materials were presented to the Com- 
mission for study. 

The director of the Division of Narcotic Drugs, 
Mr. Steinig, stated that the world requirements for 


8 Ibid. 
* Ibid., p. 24. 
* Ibid., p. 27 [8]. 


532 





raw opium had increased to 450,000 kilograms 
or 60 percent over the figure for 1934. The total 
quantity of morphine produced from poppy straw 
now amounts to 17 percent of the total estimated 
manufacture of morphine. Raw opium is thus 
still being used for the major portion of the mor- 
phine manufactured. 

The Commission requested the Secretariat to 
prepare an analysis of the world production of 
opium in relation to medical needs and authorized 
the Secretariat to proceed with the revision of the 
draft convention drawn up in 1939 by the Opium 
Advisory Committee of the League of Nations 
and to urge the producing countries to furnish 
full information in order that they might enjoy 
the full benefits of the plan as finally approved. 

The Commission approved a draft resolution 
submitted by the United States Representative,® 
requesting the Secretariat to begin work on the 
drafting of a new single convention to replace 
the existing conventions and agreements and to 
include provisions for the limitation of the pro- 
duction of narcotic raw materials: 


The Economic and Social Council 


Being advised by the Commission on Narcotic Drugs 
that the international instruments relating to the control 
of narcotic drugs are: 


The Convention and Final Protocol signed at The Hague 
23 January 1912 and 13 July 1913, respectively, as amended 
by the Protocol of 11 December 1946. 

The Opium Agreement, Protocol and Final Act signed 
at Geneva on 11 February 1925 as amended by the Protocol 
of 11 December 1946. 

The Convention and Protocol signed at Geneva on 19 
February 1925 as amended by the Protocol of 11 December 
1946. 

The Convention for Limiting the Manufacture and Regu 
lating the Distribution of Narcotic Drugs signed at Geneva, 
13 July 1931, as amended by the Protocol of 11 December 
1946. 

The Opium Agreement and Final Act signed at Bangkok, 
27 November 1931, as amended by the Protocol of 11 De- 
cember 1946. 

The Convention for the Suppression of the Illicit Traffic 
in Dangerous Drugs signed at Geneva on 26 June 1936 
as amended by the Protocol of 11 December 1946. 

The Protocol to bring under International Control 
Drugs not covered by the 1931 Convention. 

Taking note of the complexity of these instruments and 
the desirability of simplifying the organization of interna- 
tional co-operation for controlling the traffic in narcotic 
drugs, 

Requests the Secretary-General to begin work on the 
drafting of a new single Convention in which provision 
shall be made for a single body to perform all control 
functions excepting those which are now or may hereafter 
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be entrusted to the Commission on Narcotic Drugs. This 
single Convention shall replace the above-mentioned in- 
struments relating to narcotic drugs and also include 
provisions for the Limitation of the Production of Nar- 
cotic Raw Materials. 


The phrase “provision shall be made for a single 
body to perform all control functions” was in- 
serted at the suggestion of the Representative of 
the Soviet Union. The Commission, however, 
added the words “excepting those which are now 
or may hereafter be entrusted to the Commission 
on Narcotic Drugs”. 

The Chinese Representative, Dr. Hsia, feeling 
that there was need of achieving limitation of 
opium production at the earliest possible moment 
without waiting for the completion of the long- 
term project, proposed the following resolution,” 
which was adopted by a vote of six to five: 

The Economic and Social Council 

ReQuvuEStTs the Secretary-General to initiate studies and 
inquiries on the desirability of convening a conference 
of the opium-producing countries and of countries using 
opium in the manufacture of drugs for medical and 
scientific needs for the purpose of reaching an interim 
commodity agreement limiting the production and exports 
of opium to these needs, pending the adoption of an 
international convention on limitation of raw materials 
used in the manufacture of narcotic drugs. 

The results of these studies and inquiries should be 


submitted to the next session of the Commission on 
Narcotic Drugs. 


The Representative of Peru, Dr. Lazarte, re- 
gretted that it had not been possible for his Gov- 
ernment to give the information requested in the 
questionnaire on coca leaves owing to the remote- 
ness of the plantings. Hestated that the Peruvian 
Government was not prepared at this time to take 
any concrete decisions in regard to the problem 
of limitation of production of coca leaves until 
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the report of the Commission of Inquiry into the 
Effects of the Chewing of Coca Leaves had been 
completed. 


Continuation of Studies on Indian Hemp 


The President of the Permanent Central Opium 
Board, Mr. May, remarked on the inadequacy of 
the international control of Indian hemp. The 
Commission agreed to the proposal of the Repre- 
sentative of the Soviet Union that a provision pro- 
hibiting the preparation of hashish be inserted in 
the proposed convention. The Commission au- 
thorized the Secretariat to continue its studies of 
Indian hemp and to employ an expert, if 
necessary.** 


Periodical on Narcotic Drugs 


The Commission noted the Secretariat’s memo- 
randum on this subject, approved the program 
outlined in the document, and recommended that 
the Economic and Social Council adopt the fol- 
lowing resolution : * 

The Economic and Social Council 

Recognizing the value of a technical publication to 
international co-operation in the control of narcotic drugs, 

DECIDES 

1. To approve the issue of a United Nations Narcotics 
Bulletin ; 

2. To invite the Secretary-General to make the neces- 
sary budgetary dispositions for the above Bulletin. 

The Commission felt that a technical and edu- 
cational publication by the United Nations would 
be of great value in suppressing drug addiction 
and obtaining public support in connection with 
the drafting of a raw-materials limitation con- 
vention. 


* Tbid., p. 28 [9]. 
* Tbid., p. 32. 
* Ibid, p. 33 [10]. 
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PARTICIPANTS IN THE THIRD SESSION 


The Representatives of the following countries members of the Commission on 
Narcotic Drugs were present at the third session: 


CANADA 
Colonel C. H. L. Sharman, C.M.G., C.B.E., 1.8.0. 


CHINA 

Dr. C. L. Hsia 

Ernest P. J. Tu (alternate) 
Dr. Monsheng Lin (adviser) 
P. Y. Tsao (adviser) 

EGYPT 

Mohamed Amin Zaky 
FRANCE 

M. Gaston Bourgois 
Gabriel Stern (alternate) 
INDIA 

M. Gopala Menon 


IRAN 
Abbass Gholi Ardalan 


MEXICO 

Dr. Saturnino Guzman, Jr. 

Octavio Barreda (adviser) 

M. Rivera Silva, LL.D. (adviser) 

Arnulfo Martinez Lavalle, LL.D. (adviser) 
Dr. Secundino Ramos y Ramos 


NETHERLANDS 
A. Kruysse 
PERU 


Dr. Jorge A. Lazarte 
Dr. Albert Soto de la Jara (alternate) 


POLAND 
J. Katz-Suchy 
Dr. Joseph A. Stawski (alternate) 


TURKEY 
Dr. Cemal Kiper 


UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS 
Professor V. V. Zakusov 


UNITED KINGDOM 
T. Hutson 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
Harry J. Anslinger 

George A. Morlock (adviser) 
John W. Bulkley (adviser) 


YUGOSLAVIA 
Stane Krasovec 


Herbert L. May attended in his capacity as president of the Permanent Central 
Opium Board and vice chairman of the Drug Supervisory Body. 

Leon Steinig, director of the Division of Narcotic Drugs, represented the Assist- 
ant Secretary-General of the United Nations in charge of the Department of Social 
A ffairs. 


[NoTE: This paper on narcotic drugs was prepared 
by George A. Morlock, an officer in the Division of In- 
ternational Labor, Social, and Health Affairs, Depart- 


ment of State.] 
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INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND CONFERENCES 


Calendar of Meetings? 


Adjourned During October and November 


Irv (International Telecommunication Union): Meeting of Adminis- 
trative Council. 
Planning Committee for High Frequency Broadcasting . 


Icao (International Civil Aviation Organization): Legal Committee . 


Southeast Asia Regional Air Navigation Meeting . 
Fifth Session of Council ides 


International Bank for Reconstruction and Development: Third 
Annual Meeting of the Board of Governors. 


International Monetary Fund: Third Annual Meeting of the Board of 
Governors. 


Ito (International Labor Organization): 
Technical Tripartite Conference on Safety in Factories. 


Industrial Committee on Textiles: Second Session . 


Industrial Committee on Petroleum: Second Session . 


Preparatory Conference of Labor Inspection in the Asian Countries . 


Unesco (United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organ- 
ization): 
Conference to Constitute an International Union for the Protection 
of Nature. 
Social Tensions Conference . kg 
*General Conference: Third Session 


Wxo (World Health Organization) : 
Expert Committee on Tuberculosis. . 
Expert Committee on Venereal Disease. 
Expert Committee on Pharmacopoeias . 
Second Session of Executive Board ee a we ee cae 
Expert Committee on International Epidemic Control . 


Pan American Sanitary Organization: 
Meeting of Executive Committee 
Meeting of Directing Council . 


International Wool Study Group: Second Meeting 
International Council for Exploration of the Sea . 


Uru (Universal Postal Union): Meeting of the Executive and Liaison 
Committee. 





Geneva . 


Mexico City . 
Lisbon . . 
New Delhi. 
Montreal. . 


Washington 


Washington 


Geneva . 
Geneva . 
Geneva . 


Kandy, Ceylon . 


Fontainebleau, France. . 


Paris . 
Beirut. 


Paris 
Paris 
Geneva . 
Geneva . 
Geneva . 


Mexico City . 
Mexico City . 


London . 
Copenhagen . 


Locarno and Bern 





1948 
Sept. 1—Oct. 5 


Sept. 13-Oct. 21 


Sept. 24-Oct. 1 
Nov. 23—Dec. 14 
Sept. 7—Dec. 10 


Sept. 27—Oct. 1 


Sept. 27—Oct. 1 


| Sept. 27—Oct. 16 


.| Oct. 26—Nov. 5 


| Nov. 919 
| Nov. 15-20 


| Sept. 30-Oct. 7 


Oct. 8 
Nov. 17—Dee. 11 


Sept. 30—- 
Oct. 15-19 


| Oct. 15-21 


Oct. 25—-Nov. 15 


Nov. 17-21 


.| Oct. 2-3 
.| Oct. 4-16 


Oct. 4-6 
Oct. 4-11 
Oct. 11-21 


1 Prepared in the Division of International Conferences, Department of State, Documents anp SraTe PaPERs 
carries an advance six-month listing of conferences. A current abbreviated list of conferences in session appears once 
& month in the Department of State Bulletin. Beginning in January the permanent international bodies heretofore listed 


will not be included. 


*See annotations. 
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Calendar of Meetings—Continued 


Adjourned During October and November—Con. 
Ninth General Conference on Weights and Measures . 

Fourth Pan American Consultation on Cartography 

Fifth Inter-American Congress of Surgery 

International Tin Study Group: Third Meeting . 

Second Meeting of South Pacific Commission . 


Gatt (General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade): 
Meeting of Committee on Special Exchange Arrangements 


Fao (Food and Agriculture Organization) : 
Fourth Session of Council 
Fourth Session of Annual Condasens 1ce 


Imo (International Meteorological Organization): Meeting of Regional 
Commission for Asia. 


Empire Parliamentary Association . 
Second Inter-American Congress on Brucellosis 


Economic Commission for Asia and the Far East: Fourth Session . 
In Session as of December 1, 1948 


Far Eastern Commission . 


United Nations: 
Security Council. bi 
Military Staff Committee . 


Security Council’s Committee of Good Offices on the Indonesian 
Question. 
General Assembly Special Committee on the Balkans 


Temporary Commission on Korea . 
Security Council’s Kashmir Commission 
General Assembly: Third Session i 
Ecosoc (Economic and Social Council): 
Economic Commission for Asia and the Far East 


German External Property Negotiations with Portugal (Safehaven) 


Irv (International Telecommunication Union): 
Provisional Frequency Board . ‘ 
International Conference on High Frequeney Broadeasting ‘ 


Bolivian International Fair . 


Ito (International Labor Organization) : 
Joint Maritime Commission. 


*Governing Body: 107th Session. . ... . Le. elle Ts 


* During the Third Session of the General sananite. the Security Council is meeting in Paris. 


*See annotations. 


Paris and Sévres . 
Buenos Aires . 

La Paz 

The Hague 
Sydney 


London . 
Washington 
Washington 


New Delhi. 


Hamilton, Bermuda 
Mendoza, Argentina 


Glenbrook, Australia. 


Washington 


Lake Success? . 
Lake Success . 


Lake Success . 


Salonika and Geneva . 


Seoul . 


Geneva and Sacheaie ; 


Paris . 


Glenbrook, Australia 


Lisbon 


Geneva . ‘ 
Mexico City . 


La Paz 


Geneva . 


Geneva . 





1948 
. 12-21 #1 
. 12-Nov. 14 

Oct. 17-21 " 

Oct. 25-29 Se 

Oct. 25-Nov. 2 mt 


Nov. 1-8 


Nov. 8-13 
Nov. 15-29 U 


Nov. 15-22 


Nov. 15-24 
Nov. 17-26 
Nov. 29-Dee. 11 


1946 
Feb. 26— 


Mar. 25-— 
Mar. 25- 


1947 
Oct. 20— 


Nov. 21-— 


1948 
Jan. 12- 
June 15— T 
Sept. 21- 


Nov. 29- 


1946 
Sept. 3— 


1948 
Jan. 15- I 
Oct. 22- 


Oct. 20— 


Nov, 25—Dec. 3 
Nov. 29-Dec. 10 
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Calendar of Meetings—Continued 


In Session as of December 1, 1948—Centinued 


*Intergovernmental Maritime Consultative Organization: Meeting 
of Preparatory Committee. 


*West Indian Conference: Third Session . 
Seventh Meeting of the Caribbean Commission 
*First Pan American Congress of Pharmacy . 


Iro (Internatiional Refugee Organization) : 
Meeting of Executive Council . 


Scheduled January 1 to May 31, 1949 
United Nations: 


Security Council Commission on India and Pakistan . 
Ecosoc (Economic and Social Council): 
Fiscal Commission: 
Second Session . 
Eighth Session . 
Commission on the Status of Women: Third Sersion . 
Economic Commission for Europe: Fourth Session . ; 
Transport and Communications Commission: Third Session . 
Population Commission: Fourth Session . ; 
Commission on Human Rights: Fourth Session . 


Subcommission on Employment and Economie Stability: Third 


Session. 
Statistical Commission: Fourth Session . 
Social Commission: Fourth Session . 
Commission on Narcotic Drugs: Fourth Sunien . ‘ 
Economic and Employment Commission: Fourth Session . 
Economic Commission for Latin America . 


Trusteeship Council: Fourth Session . 
Conciliation Commission for Palestine . 

General Assembly: Second Part of Third Sension. 
Permanent Central Opium Board: 53rd Session. 


Icao (International Civil Aviation Organization): 
Special Teletypewriter Meeting . 
*Communications Division . 
Council: Sixth Session . 
*Operations Division 
*Airworthiness Division . = 
African-Indian Ocean Regional Mecting . 
Meeting on Special Notices to Air Men. 


Fao (Food and Agriculture Organization): 
Meeting of Specialists on Hybrid Corn Production . 
Meeting on Grain Infestation and Storage . 


Near East Regional Meeting on Animal Breeding Under ‘Tropical 


and Subtropical Conditions. 
International Rice Commission: First Meeting 


* See annotations. 
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Lake Success . 


Guadeloupe 
Guadeloupe 


Habana . 


Rome. 


Lake Success . 


Lake Success . 
Lake Success . 
Beirut. 
Geneva . 
Lake Success . 
Geneva . . 
Lake Success . 
Lake Success . 


Geneva . 
Lake Success . 
Lake Success . 
Lake Success . 
Havana . 


Lake Success . 
Jerusalem . 
Lake Success . 
Geneva . 


Montreal 
Montreal 
Montreal 
Montreal 
Montreal 
London . 
Montreal 


Rome 


Palmira, Cclombia ; 


Cairo . 


Undetermined . 





-3- 


Jan. 10— 
Feb. 7— 

Mar. 21- 
Mar. 21— 
Mar. 21- 
Apr. 1l- 
Apr. 1l- 
Apr. 11- 


Apr. 25- 
May 2- 
May 2- 
May 9 
May 


January 
January 
Apr. 5- 
April 


Jan. 4— 
Jan. 12— 
Jan. 18- 
Feb. 8- 
Feb. 8- 
Mar. 22- 
Apr. 19- 


Jan. 10- 
Feb. 13- 
Mar. 1- 


Mar. 7- 








Calendar of Meetings—Continued 


Scheduled January I to May 31, 1949—Continued 


Fao (Food and Agriculture Organization)—Continued 
Indo-Pacific Fisheries Council . 


Forestry and Timber Utilization Conference for Asia ond the Ww ent 


Pacific. 
Conference on Moroccan Locusts 5: ‘ 
Preparatory Conference on World Wood Pulp Problems ‘ 


Into (International Labor Organization): 
*Permanent Migration Committee . 
*Governing Body: 108th Session . 


Industrial Committee on Building, Civil Baginesing and Public 


Works: Second Session. 


Committee on Applications for Conventions and Recommendations . 


Coal Mines Committee: Third Session . ‘ 
*Fourth Conference of American States Members ‘ 5 
Advisory Committee Meeting of Experts on Cooperation . 
Inland Transport Committee: Third Session 


Itv (International Telecommunication Union): 
*Special Administrative Conference on Standard Loran . 
Third Region Frequency Conference . 
Preparatory Meetings To Discuss Form of Telegraph Regulations . 
*International Telephone Consultative Committee: Meeting of 
Experts. 
Fourth Inter-American Telecommunication Conference . 
*Administrative Conference To Revise the International Telegraph 
and Telephone Regulations. 
European Regional Maritime Conference . 


International Wheat Conference 
*International Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Conference 


Seventh Pacific Conference of Science 


Ino (International Refugee Organization): 
Executive Committee 
Executive Committee 
General Council: Second Session, 


Third Inter-American Travel Congress . 


Wao (World Health Organization): 
Executive Board: Third Session . ; 
Southeast Asia Conference: Second Santen ; 


*First Pan American Consultation on Geography 

Second International Technical Congress . 

*Special Conference on Inter-American Economic Cooperation 
*Rubber Study Group: Sixth Session 


Diplomatic Conference for Signing Conventions Relative to Prisoners 
of War and Civilians in War Time. 


Pan American Housing Conference . 


International Sugar Council . 


* See annota tions. 
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Singapore . 
Mysore, India 


Beirut or Damascus. 
Montreal 


Geneva . 
Geneva . 
Rome . 


Geneva 
Pittsburgh . 
Montevideo 
Geneva . 
Brussels . 


Geneva . 
Geneva . 
Geneva . 
Geneva . 


Undetermined 
Paris 


Geneva . 
Washington 
Washington 


Auckland and Christ- 
church. 


Germany 
Geneva . 
Geneva . 


San Carlos de Bariloche . 


Geneva . 
New Delhi. 


Brazil . 

Cairo . 
Buenos Aires . 
London . 


Geneva . 


Santiago. 


| London . 
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1949 


Mar. 24- 
Mar. 28- 


March 
Apr. 4- 


Jan. 13- 
Feb. 21- 
Mar. 15- 


Mar. 23- 
Apr. 19- 
Apr. 25- 
May 5- 

May 18- 


Jan. 17- 
Jan. 17- 


| Jan. 17- 


January 


March 
May 18- 
May 18- 
Jan. 25- 
Jan. 26— 
Feb. 2- 


Feb. 8- 
Mar. 25-27 
Mar. 29- 


Feb. 15— 


Feb. 23- 
March 


February 
Mar. 20- 
Mar. 28- 
Mar. 28- 
Mar. 29-— 


| March 


March 





prs 





Calendar of Meetings—Continued 





Scheduled January I te May 31, 1949—Continued 1949 


16th International Congress of Geography . 


Gatr (General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade): Third Session of | Annecy, France 


Contracting Parties. 


First International Congress on Civil Engineering . 


International Cotton Advisory Committee: Eighth Meeting 


*Rubber Study Group: Management Committee 
Sixth Meeting of the Inter-American Bar Association 
Congress of International Union of Local Authorities 
International Railway Congress . 


Third Meeting of South Pacific Commission 





*See annotations. 


Annotations to Calendar 


ILO Governing Body: 
107th Session 
108th Session 


Background: Governing Body is executive body of Inter- 
national Labor Organization. Meets four times a 
year to receive reports on activities of the Office, to 
outline future work of Office, and to prepare agenda 
for session of annual conferences. 104th Session 
was held at Geneva, March 16-20, 1948; 105th and 
106th Sessions at San Francisco, June—July 1948. 

Membership: 16 governments (32 persons: 16 government 
representatives, 8 employer representatives, and 8 
worker representatives). 


ILO Permanent Committee on Migration 


Background: Committee was authorized at Eighty-ninth 

Session of Ito Governing Body, February 1940 at 
Geneva, and is composed of tripartite delegations of 
the Governing Body, representatives of governments, 
and individual experts appointed by the International 
Labor Office. 
Purpose: to formulate international standards con- 
cerning working conditions for migrant workers. Last 
meeting of Committee was held at Geneva, February 
1948. 


ILO Fourth Conference of 
American States Members 


Background: Forthcoming Conference of American States 
Members is one of a series of regional meetings ini- 
tiated by Governing Body of Ito in 1936. Previous 
meetings of this group held at Santiago, January 
1936 ; Habana, November-December 1939; and Mexico 
City, April 1946. 
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Apr. 11- 
Mexico City . Apr. 30- 
eee 
London ........«..)| Apia Mey 
Detroit ........ .| May 22-June 1 
eee 
CO eae 
Noumea, New Caledonia. .| May 





PuRPOsE: to provide opportunity for close cooperation 
of government officials, employers, and workers con- 
cerned with labor standards and industrial relations 
in a common effort to improve those standards and 
relations. 

Participation: 18 ILo members in Western Hemisphere. 


West Indian Conference: Third Session 


Background: Conference is to be held under auspices of 
Caribbean Commission. First Session held at Bar- 
bados, B.W.I., March 1944; Second at St. Thomas, 
Virgin Islands, February—March 1946. 

Purpose; to improve social and economic conditions 
of Caribbean territories and colonies. 

Participation: Representatives of Caribbean territories 
and member governments of Caribbean Commission 
(France, Netherlands, U.K., and U.S.). 

Agenda (provisional) is as follows: (1) Standing orders 
on conference procedure; (2) Report by the Secretary 
General on the work of the Commission since the 
previous session of the West Indian Conference, and 
on the action taken by the metropolitan and terri- 
torial governments on the recommendations of the 
previous session; (3) Industrial development and 
economic productivity ; (4) The regional development 
of tourism; (5) Progress report on the work of U.N. 
in the drafting of a bill of human rights and obli- 
gations on those items of the declaration falling 
within the terms of reference of the Commission; 
(6) Recommendation for the agenda for the Fourth 
Session; (7) Other business. 


UNESCO General Conference: Third Session 
Background : UNESCO, specialized agency of U.N., designed 
to foster international understanding through educa- 


tion, science, and culture, was launched at meeting 
of 41 members of U.N., London, November 1945. 
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Annotations—Continued 


Purpose: to contribute to peace and security by pro- 
moting collaboration among nations in every field of 
knowledge. Last session held at Mexico City, No- 
vember—December 1947. 

Membership: 41 governments which have ratified UNEsco 
Constitution. 


Intergovernmental Maritime Consultative 
Organization: Meeting of Preparatory 
Committee 


Background: U.N. Maritime Conference, convened at 
Geneva, February-March 1948, was held to consider 
the establishment of an intergovernmental maritime 
organization. Representatives of 32 governments 
present at this meeting prepared and opened for sig- 
nature a convention for an Intergovernmental Mari- 
time Consultative Organization. When ratified by 
21 countries (7 of which must have at least one mil- 
lion gross tons of shipping each) convention will 
come into force and the organization will become a 
specialized agency of the U.N. A Preparatory Com- 
mittee was established to function until the conven- 
tion becomes effective. 


ICAO Divisional Meetings: 


Airworthiness Division 
Communications Division 
Operations Division 


Background: Divisional Groups are technical subcommis- 
sions of Air Navigation Committee established by 
Interim Council of Picao in accordance with Interim 
Agreement of Civil Aviation Conference, 1944. 


Purpose: To study, interpret, and advise on standards 
and procedures in communication systems and air 
navigation aids and to recommend adoption of mini- 
mum requirements and standards. 

Participation: Member governments of Icao are entitled 
to participate. 


Agenda: (a) Review and revision of Picao recommenda- 
tions for standards, practices, and procedures; (0b) 
discussion of problems arising out of regional meet- 
ings which have already been held; (c) discussion of 
items in each particular field. 


ITU Special Administrative Conference 
on Standard Loran 


Background: At Atlantic City telecommunication con- 
ferences, May-September 1947, a Frequency Alloca- 
tion Table was agreed upon which provided space for 
the operation of standard loran in the 1800-2000 
kilocycle band in all regions of the world except 
Europe, Africa, and U.S. S. R. (region1). A tentative 
provision in the form of a footnote to the Frequency 
Allocation Table, was made for continuing standard 
loran in region 1 until July 1, 1949 “provided that 
in the meantime all practicable measures are taken 
to minimize harmful interference from loran trans- 
missions to other services operating in the same or 
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adjacent frequency bands and, in particular, to nar- 
row the emitted bandwidth. If, however, nine months 
before the said date, at least three of the 15 inter- 
ested countries declare to the Secretary-General of 
Irv that they are of the opinion that aids to radio- 
navigation suitable for the Northeast Atlantic area 
and designed for operation in frequency bands allo- 
cated for the radionavigation service under these 
regulations, are not available or cannot be made 
available by July 1, 1949, a special administrative 
conference of the interested countries shall be sum- 
moned within two months to review the matter.” 
A sufficient number of countries have indicated a de- 
sire to hold such a conference. 


First Pan American Congress of Pharmacy 

Background: First Pan American Congress of Pharmacy 
had its inception as a professional undertaking with 
scientific and cultural aims. Project was initiated 
by Cuban National Pharmaceutical Association (Aso- 
ciacién Farmacéutica Nacional), an officially recog- 
nized private organization with which all pharmacists 
in Cuba are required by law to be associated. The 
Congress is designed to stimulate scientific investi- 
gations as related to pharmacy, to stimulate inter- 
changes and contributions to both the scientific and 
industrial pharmaceutical progress of the Americas, 
and to provide for an exchange of opinions among 
pharmacists in relation with the participation, 
functions, and responsibilities which pharmacy holds 
in the various sections of the public and institutional 
life of their respective countries. 

Participation: 15 countries of the Western Hemisphere. 


International Northwest Atlantic 

Fisheries Conference 

Background; In view of increasing evidence of depletion 
of certain species of fish in the Northwest Atlantic 
Ocean, the United States is inviting interested gov- 
ernments to negotiate an agreement designed to pro- 
tect and develop the fishery resources of the Northwest 
Atlantic area. 

Participation: Canada, Newfoundland, the United King- 
dom, Norway, France, Portugal, Iceland, Denmark, 
Spain, and the United States, 


ITU International Telephone Consultative 
Committee: Meeting of Experts 


Background: In March 1923, representatives of six West- 
ern European telephone administrations met at Paris 
to form the Cct1 (International Consultative Committee 
on Long Distance Telephone Communications). At 
Ccr’s plenary meeting in 1932 at Madrid, which was 
held coincidentally with the Administrative Con- 
ferences of the Irv, its title was changed to the pres- 
ent title of Ccrr to distinguish it from the Ccrr and 
Ccrm. Ccir became a subsidiary of the Irv at the 
Atlantic City telecommunications conferences, 1947. 
Purposes of Ccrr are to study technical, operating, and 
tariff questions relating to telephony and to issue 
recommendations thereon. 
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Annotations—Continued 


First Pan American Consultation 

on Geography 

Background: Executive Committee of Pan American In- 
stitute of Geography and History, meeting at Mexico 
City in April 1946, authorized the establishment of 
Commission on Geography and recommended that 
Institute at its Fourth Assembly (Caracas, August- 
September 1946) consider establishment of a Commis- 
sion on History. A third (Cartography) Commission 
has been in active operation since September 1943. 
Commissions are to stimulate progress and provide 
programs in these sciences. Commission on Geog- 
raphy inherits geographic activities of Institute, and 
consultations will be held at one- or two-year intervals. 

Participation: American Republics. 


Rubber Study Group: Sixth Session 


Background: Rubber Study Group was set up as an in- 
formal study group in September 1944 by joint an- 
noncement of Netherlands, the U.K. and the U.S. 
PuRPOSE: to consider and discuss problems of mutual 
concern relating to rubber. Primary function is 
assembly of factual material for interested govern- 
ments. Fifth meeting held at Washington, April 1948. 


Special Conference on Inter-American 
Eeonomie Cooperation 


Background: At Inter-American Conference on Mainte- 
nance of Continental Peace and Security (Petropolis, 
Brazil, August-September 1947) proposal was pre- 
sented by Mexico to call a conference on inter-Ameri- 
can economic cooperation. Conference will be charged 
with consideration of all measures tending to render 
inter-American economic cooperation more effective. 


ITU Administrative Conference to Revise 
International Telegraph and Telephone 
Regulations 


Background: In 1988, the Iru Telegraph and Telephone 
Conference met at Cairo concurrently with the 
Radio Conference to revise the regulations adopted 
at the Madrid Telecommunication Conference in 
1932 and annexed to the international telecommu- 
nication convention of December 9, 1982. The forth- 
coming conference is being held on the invitation of 
the French Government pursuant to a resolution 
adopted by the Iru Administrative Council at its 
meeting at Geneva, January 1948. Purpose of this 
conference is to rewrite the Cairo Regulations in or- 
der that countries outside the European region may 
be induced to adhere to regulations which will apply 
on a world-wide basis rather than on a purely Euro- 
pean regional basis. 
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